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PREFACE 


Though provided with an excellent descriptive grammar in 
Krause and Thomas’ Tocharisches Elementarbuch and a substantial 
etymological dictionary in the first volume of Van Windekens’ Le 
tokharien confronté avec les autres langues indo-européennes, the 
student of the Tocharian languages lacks a handy introduction to 
their place in comparative Indo-European studies. While the study 
of the Tocharian languages is not sufficiently advanced that the final 
word can be said about many facets of their history, it is in a position 
where an “interim report” is both possible and useful. 


This work is intended for Indo-Europeanists who are not them- 
selves specialists in Tocharian but who need some sort of entrée 
into Tocharian for comparative purposes or need some relatively 
handy source to direct their students to. The more serious Tochar- 
ianist may also find it of use as an outline of “received” knowledge, 
a springboard for further work, or even something of a counterpoise 
perhaps to Van Windekens’ more monumental, discursive, and 
atomistic work in the second and third volumes of his Le Tokharien. 


Unlike the latter work of Van Windekens, coverage here is 
selective. Essentially only phonology and morphology are dealt with. 
Within morphology coverage is not exhaustive, and almost no 
attention is paid to word formation. Outside of phonology and 
morphology the most obvious gaps in coverage concern (1) the 
lexicon and its structure and (2) syntax. The latter gap is dictated by 
both our scanty knowledge of Tocharian syntax and the unsettled 
state of our knowledge of Indo-European syntax. One should note 
that within all of this, the emphasis is on the history of Indo- 
European categories in Tocharian rather than the pre-history of 


Tocharian categories/forms that appear in a synchronic description 
of Tocharian. 


Since this work is intended to be introductory, references to pre- 
vious literature are not exhaustive. An excellent general bibliography 
of works on Tocharian up to 1960 can be found in Krause and 
Thomas’ Tocharisches Elementarbuch. A very full, at times 
exhaustive, survey of the history of scholarship in all areas of 
Tocharian studies can be found in the relevant discussions in Van 
Windekens’ Le tokharien. Finally, referencing and summarizing 
almost all work done on Tocharian in the last quarter of a century is 
Thomas’ Die Erforschung des Tocharischen (1960-1984). In this 
work | have tried to outline the prior scholarship by means of 
references to previous literature and | have tried, too, to give credit 
for specific insights, but have made no attempt to document 
“common knowledge,” though in an area as new and unsettled as 
Tocharian the concept of general knowledge is a slippery one. For a 
history of the scholarship for all areas covered here general refer- 
ence is hereby made to Krause and Thomas, Van Windekens, and 
Thomas. 


A word about the data presented here is in order. The raw data 
for both phonological and morphological history are, of course, 
etymologies. | have tried to use words whose etymology is not parti- 
cularly controversial. Fuller discussion of the etymologies used in 
this work may normally be found in Van Windekens. Occasionally, 
however, for lack of other material, | rely on my own etymological 
investigations. If an etymology given in this work is not to be found 
and discussed in Van Windekens, it may be confidently be taken as 
my own. Also, in an attempt to make sure that ghostwords of one 
sort of another are not perpetuated here, | have made a strenuous 
effort to cite only forms that are actually attested. If in the text | have 
occasion to cite a form that is sure but not actually attested, that 
form is given with a following asterisk (a preceding asterisk means, 
as usual, that a form is a reconstructed). In the paradigms of 
Chapters IV and V, if a particular form of the paradigm is not actually 
attested itself but analogous forms belonging to the same 
conjugational or declensional class are, those forms attested (or a 
selection thereof) are given in footnotes to the paradigm. Where 
analogous forms are lacking but where a particular paradigmatic 
shape seems certain, that form is given in the paradigm but with a 
following asterisk. 


xi 


No work of scholarship emerges, like Athena, full-blown from 
the brow of Zeus. This work is at bottom a collaborative effort. 
Tocharian studies have been fortunate in the calibre of scholars they 
have attracted. Virtually every page here will directly or indirectly 
reflect my debt to such giants as Sieg, Krause, Lane, Thomas, or 
Van Windekens. On a more personal level | am endebted to Eric 
Hamp for having introduced me to the joys and challenges of 
historical linguistics, to the University of Idaho for its generous 
support, by means of a sabbatical and “summer money” at crucial 
stages of this project, and to Werner Winter, who provided a very 
generous critique of an earlier version of this work. The actual 
production of this work owes much to Barbara Heisel and Linda 
Main (of the University of Idaho) and Sandy Adler (of the University of 
Colorado), who have pushed three generations of software to their 
limits in creating the text, and to Rebecca Frei, whose expert eye 
has caught numerous typos and other problems that mine had not. 
Errors and infelicities still to be found are, of course, my own. Finally, 
| must express my appreciation to my wife and family for their 
support and forebearance during a very long gestation period. 


Moscow, Idaho Douglas Q. Adams 
February, 1987 
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Introduction 


Chapter | 
INTRODUCTION 


1.0 DISCOVERY. The two Tocharian languages are known to us 
from the extensive remains of their literatures brought to light by 
Prussian, French, and Anglo-Indian archeological expeditions into 
Chinese Turkestan during the two decades immediately preceding 
World War lI, expeditions that also discovered two hitherto unknown 
Iranian languages, Khotanese (Saka) and the Saka of Tumshugq, as 
well as extensive remains of Sogdian, Middle Parthian, and Middle 
Persian.1 The Tocharian documents are datable, within broad but 
unspecifiable limits, to the sixth, seventh, and eight centuries of our 
era. They owe their preservation largely to the Buddhist custom of 
taking a manuscript leaf or two to one of the many desert shrines in 
and around the inhabited areas of Central Asia where they were left 
as votive offerings and subsequently buried by the blowing sands. 
This particular mode of selection and preservation accounts for both 
the content of the documents—largely selections from Mahayana 
Buddhist scriptures, and their fragmentary nature—only very rarely 
do we have more than a single leaf from any particular manuscript. 


1.1 IDENTIFICATION. It was clear from the beginning of their study 
in the West that scholars were dealing with two distinct yet closely 
related languages that were neither Iranian nor Turkish. One, subse- 
quently called Tocharian A,2 was found in documents emanating 
from the regions of Qarashahr (anciently Agni in Sanskrit or Yen- 
ch’i in Chinese) and Turfan in the center of Chinese Turkestan, and 
the other, TocharianB,3 from those same areas as well as from 
areas further west, around Kucha.4 By 1907 enough material on 
these two languages had been collected for the turkologists F.W.K. 
Miller and A. von Le Cog to recognize the Indo-European charac- 
ter of the languages, and in 1908 E.Sieg and W. Siegling, basing 
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themselves on a colophon to an Uighur (Turkish) document found 
near Turfan, identified one of these two languages, Tocharian A, with 
the language of the classical Tocharoi in Bactria. 


From its first announcement, this identification has been a source 
of some controversy. Though we do not have the space here to look 
at all of the arguments that have been adduced on one side of the 
question or another, it is appropriate to give a quick look at the major 
issues involved. The basis for Sieg and Siegling’s identification is a 
fairly elaborate colophon to the Uighur version of a Buddhist work, 
the Maitreyasamiti (Uighur: Maitrisimit). As read by F.W.K. Miller 
(1916:414) we have: 


Nakridig ulusta toymis Aryacintri bodisvt ksi aéari 
Antkak tilint(in) Toxri tilinéa γαγει 

ll-baliqda toymis PrtanyarakSit ksi aéari 

Toxri tilintin Tark tilinéé avirmis 

Maitri(si)mit nom bitig 


“The sacred book Maitreya-samiti _ 

which the Bodhisattva guru acarya Aryacandra, 
who was born in the country of NagaradeSa, had 
composed in the Twyry language out of the Indian 
language, and which the guru acarya 
Prajnaraksita, who was born in Il-bliq, trans- 

lated from the Twyry language into the Turkish 
language.”5 


Sieg and Siegling based their identification on two assumptions: 
(1) that the Tocharian A version of the Maitreya-samiti is the Twyry 
original of the Uighur colophon, and (2) that Twyry is to be equated 
with the Greek Tokharoi, Sanskrit Tukhara, of Bactria. The second 
assumption arises out of the phonetic similarity of Tokharoi/Tukhara 
with Twyry and out of the identification of Nagarade$a with Jalalabad 
on the Kabul River which, though far from Tokharistan proper, was 
sufficiently close to the sphere of influence of the Tokharoi under the 
Kushana dynasty to make it possible for a native thereof to use 
Tocharian, sensu stricto, at least as a written language. 


The first of Sieg and Siegling’s assumptions is more likely on the 
face of it. Since the Maitreya-samiti is known only in Tocharian A 
and in Uighur and since the Tocharian A colophons to this work 
make no mention, as the Uighur ones do, of having been translated 
from any other language,§ it requires no great logical leap to make 
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the Tocharian A version the exemplar for the Uighur one.” As Lévi 
(1933:4-5) pointed out, however, there is nothing to stop one’s sup- 
posing that both the Tocharian A and the Uighur versions are the 
translations of some, otherwise lost, original written in Twyry. A judi- 
cious use of Ockham’s Razor would, nonetheless, suggest that 
Lévi’s is the less highly valued hypothesis. In any event Sieg and 
Siegling’s first assumption is materially strengthened by W.B. 
Henning’s (1949) rereading of the Uighur colophon given above so 
that N’krydys (Nagarade§a) is corrected to ’’knydys or AgnideSa, the 
Sanskrit name for the Qarashahr region where Tocharian A texts are 
to be found. It is probable to suppose that a native of the kingdom of 
Agni would have composed his work in the language of the kingdom 
and thus the Tocharian A text of the Maitreya-samiti accurately 
reflects the correct state of affairs in not mentioning any translation. It 
is probable then, though not inescapable, that Twyry represents the 
Uighur designation for the language we know as Tocharian A.8 


Sieg and Siegling’s second assumption, that Twyry is the 
equivalent of Tokharoi, is, however, more tenuous, especially if 
Nagarade§Sa is not to be corrected to AgnideSa. The Tokharoi of the 
classical historians, who have become the center of this latter-day 
controversy, emerge in Western history in the second century B.C. 
as they emigrated from Fergana, in what is now Russian Turkestan, 
into Bactria. In subsequent movements the Tokharoi spread into 
India, under the leadership of the Kushana dynasty, founding an 
empire which lasted until about the middle of the third century of our 
area. Under their greatest king, Kanishka (middle of the second 
century), the Kushana were instrumental in the spread of Buddhism 
from India into Central Asia. 


These Tokharoi, who were to have such an impact on western 
Turkestan and northwestern India, were known to Chinese historians 
from an earlier period than the second century B.C. as the Yiieh- 
chih. In the latter half of the third century B.C. they were living as 
pastoral nomads in what was to become western Kansu between 
various Tibetan peoples on the south and the Hsiung-nu on the 
north. In the first half of the second century B.C. the latter decisively 
defeated the Yueh-chih, forcing them to evacuate their native lands. 
They divided into two groups. The Lesser Yiieh-chih (Hsiao Yieh- 
chih) took refuge among their Tibetan neighbors, those who lived 
along the southern rim of the Tarim Basin and whose language and 
customs they eventually adopted.9 The larger portion of the Yueh- 
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chih, the Great Yueh-chih (Ta Yueh-chih), fled west. After an 
abortive attempt to settle in the Ili valley they finally came to dwell in 
Fergana. 


Thus the history of the Yueh-chih/Tokharoi is fairly well delimited 
for some three hundred years on either side of the birth of Christ. 
While this history does not take us quite up to the time of our docu- 
ments in the sixth through eighth centuries, it is clear that there was 
no mass migration of Tokharoi back east from Tokharistan or north 
from India, since any such movement would have been noted by 
Chinese historians, who took a lively interest in eastern Central Asia. 
Therefore a simple equation of those who spoke the “Tocharian” 
languages and the Yueh-chih/Tokharoi is impossible. As a result, 
most investigators have followed Lévi’s early lead in rejecting Sieg 
and Siegling’s identification though, paradoxically, the name has 
stuck. 


Quite possibly, however, such a categorical rejection of the iden- 
tification is too strong. It is true that we have no linguistic data that 
might bear on the issue, as we have no early record of the speech 
of the Yiieh-chih/Tokharoi.19 Nonetheless, given the location of the 
Yueh-chih before their defeat at the hands of the Hsiung-nu, it is 
not impossible that they may have spoken a language closely related 
to those spoken further to the west in the Tarim Basin, at Kucha and 
in the Turfan-Qarashahr area. If such was the case, the relationship 
between the pastoral and nomadic Yueh-chih and the sedentary 
Kucheans and Agneans would be analogous to that obtaining in the 
Iranian world between the Saka, Sarmatians, and Scythians on the 
one hand and the Persians, Medes, etc., on the other. Such a sug- 
gestion is, of course, somewhat speculative but, if true, then it be- 
comes easier to explain the Sanskrit-Tocharian B bilingual dis- 
cussed by W. Thomas (1981) where the equation (Sanskrit) 
tokharikah :: (Tocharian B) kjcaffie isthake occurs. Thomas trans- 
lates the TocharianB as ‘the istaka [the name of a Brahmanical 
gotra] of Kuca.’ If he is right, it would attest to at least a learned tradi- 
tion among speakers of TocharianB that they were rightly denom- 
inated by Sanskrit tukhara-. Taking the opposite view, however, is 
Winter (1984), who argues that the kjca/fiie of this bilingual is the 
equivalent of “standard” Tocharian B kjcaffe. If so, it could not be a 
derivative of the name Kucha which in the period in question is 
always Kuci with a derived adjective kucififie/kusififie. Whether the 
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Tocharian languages were approporiately named by Sieg must 
remain undecided until we have stronger evidence either way. 


1.2 INDO-EUROPEAN CONNECTIONS. The wider connections of 
the Tocharian languages within Indo-European are not altogether 
clear nor, particularly in the complete absence of any archaeological 
knowledge of Chinese Turkestan before the beginning of our era, do 
we have any notion of the route and/or process by which the ances- 
tors of the Tocharian speakers arrived in Central Asia from the 
Indo-European homeland on the Pontic steppes. An overall look at 
the Tocharian lexicon shows that the highest percentage of corre- 
spondences lies with the Germanic languages, with Indo-lranian 
(particularly with Indic), with Greek, and, to a lesser degree, with 
Baltic. The only other two groups to show significant numbers of 
special correspondences are Slavic and Latin.11 A close relation- 
ship with the Germanic languages is also evidenced by the common 
extension of n-stems in both nouns and adjectives to form, origi- 
nally at least, singulatives or definites (see section 5.1), an innovation 
shared in small part by Greek as well. Also with Greek, Tocharian 
shares an innovative genitive dual form (see section 5.8). These two 
morphological isoglosses are all the more striking in that they are 
the only major traits of morphology that Tocharian seems to share 
with any branch of Indo-European. The other morphological iso- 
glosses that link Tocharian with any specific branch of Indo-Euro- 
pean can apparently be considered common retentions of archa- 
isms (e.g., the first person singular in *-wi that Tocharian shares 
with Anatolian) or independent creations like the extension of the 
originally pronominal *-oy of the nominative plural, which has been 
extended to o-stem nouns as it has, apparently independently, in 
Greek, Latin, and Celtic. 


The relative lack of common isoglosses suggests that the pre- 
Tocharian dialect(s) of Proto-lndo-European may have occupied a 
somewhat isolated position vis-a-vis the other groups. This isola- 
tion, when coupled with the fact that Tocharian’s closest relation 
within Indo-European seems to be Germanic, leads me to think that 
pre-Tocharian may originally have been a dialect located on the 
northwest of the Proto-Indo-European world adjacent to pre-Ger- 
manic (and, more distantly, to pre-Baltic). Later, as the Proto- 
Indo-European unity began to dissolve and the various Indo- 
European subgroups began their Vd/kerwanderungen, the pre- 
Tocharians must have moved both south and east, coming into par- 
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tial contact at some time with the ancestors of the Greeks and the 
Indo-Iranians. The contact with the pre-Greeks may have 
occurred in the northern Balkans, while the association with the 
Indo-lranians may have been the result of an eastward movement 
on the part of the pre-Tocharians across the Pontic steppes. 12 


Much later, after the Tocharians had arrived in their Central Asian 
home, contact with the Eastern Iranian languages was renewed, and 
there appears to have been fairly extensive linguistic influence on the 
Tocharian groups from various Iranian sources.13 


1.3 THE SOCIO-LINGUISTIC MATRIX OF TOCHARIAN A AND B. 
The exact socio-linguistic relationship of Tocharian A and B has 
been a matter of some discussion. Ever since Lévi’s discussion of 
certain caravan passes found near Kucha (1913), no one has 
doubted his conclusion that TocharianB was the language of the 
Kingdom of Kucha.14 But while only documents written in Tochar- 
ianB are found in the vicinity of Kucha, further to the east, in the 
region of Qarashahr and Turfan, are found documents in both 
Tocharian A and TocharianB. Nowhere are documents in 
Tocharian A found by themselves. Thus, while no one would doubt 
that TocharianB was the spoken language of Kucha, both Lane 
(1966) and Winter (1963), from slightly different perspectives, have 
suggested that Tocharian A was no longer a spoken language but 
rather had become solely a liturgical language for a population that 
natively spoke some sort of Turkish and that, even as a liturgical 
language, it was in competition with Tocharian B. 


Lane and Winter differ, however, in their assessment of the his- 
tory of Tocharian A. Lane sees it as originally native to the area 
where the texts are found, while Winter suggests that, even as a litur- 
gical language, it was an importation into the area where it was sub- 
sequently found.15 


10. 
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NOTES 


. While less centrally concerned with Turfan, Qarashahr, and Kucha, where the re- 


mains of Tocharian literature are to be found, Sir Aurel Stein’s accounts of his 
expeditions in Central Asia (Ancient Khotan, Desert Cathay, etc.) are by far the 
most readable accounts of any of the expeditions, and certainly they are the 
most accessible to the English speaker. 


. Also called at various times East Tocharian, Agnean, or Turfanian. 
. Also sometimes known as West Tocharian or Kuchean. 
. In the Southwestern part of the Tarim Basin, in the ancient kingdom of Lou-lan 


or Kroraina, there are traces, in the form of loanwords and proper names, of 
another language closely related to Tocharian A and B (Burrow, 1935). 


. Translation from Henning (1949:160). 
. As opposed to being composed from materials originally available in Sanskrit. 
. The fact that the Tocharian A version is in the form of a drama and the Uighur 


one is not does not appear to me to weaken the equation significantly. 


. Sieg (1918) thought he had uncovered the native name for Tocharian A in the 


phrase arsi kantu (arsi tongue) found in some Tocharian A texts. Bailey (1936), 
however, has demonstrated fairly conclusively that arsi kantu actually refers to 
Sanskrit, arsi being a Tocharian A borrowing of some Prakrit form of the Sanskrit 
arya. Thus no native term for Tocharian A is known. 


. Though they remained an identifiable political entity, the Agar (also written mgar, 


sgar), until at least the eighth century (Bailey, 1970 [1972] ). 


The “Tokhari” MS of the fourth century of our era described by F.W. Thomas 
(1944), which appears to be in some sort of Iranian language, might then be the 
product of the acculturated Tokharoi/Yueh-chih who had long been living in an 
Iranian milieu, just as the Lesser YUeh-chih had long since become accultur- 
ated Tibetans. 


See Van Windekens, 1976:614-619. My own independent investigation of the 
etymologies of the various verbal roots found in Tocharian have led to a very 
comparable set of figures (see Adams, 1984:399-400). 


If Winter’s suggestion (1970:53-54) that Tocharian A natak ‘lord,’ nasi ‘lady’ are 
related to Greek dnaks king’ and anassa ‘queen’ because they are borrowings 
from some non-Indo-European language should be correct, then borrowing 
might have taken place during this period of Tocharian-Greek contact in the 
Balkans. 


A more detailed discussion of most of this material will be found in Adams, 1984. 
Henning (1978), in a fascinating but extremely improbable article, suggests that 
the central Asian Tocharians of the first millenium A.D. are the remnants of a 
vigorous Indo-European group that first appeared in history in the Near East 
around 2100 B.C. 


In addition we have as written languages in Kucha: Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit as 
the language of Buddhist or other intellectual works, and Karoshti Prakrit in cer- 
tain kinds of administrative texts. 
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15. This, of course, is essentially the same position as that of Sieg and Siegling, who 
saw in Tocharian A an imported missionary language from Russian Turkestan. If 
Winter's hypothesis should turn out to be true, it would tend to explain the dis- 
crepancy in basic technical Buddhist vocabulary, noticed by Lane (1966), where- 
by Tocharian A’s Buddhist terminology is more obviously Iranian in origin while 
Tocharian B’s original Iranian vocabulary has been very largely replaced by vo- 
cabulary borrowed directly from Sanskrit. 


Writing and Phonology 


Chapter II 
WRITING AND PHONOLOGY 


2.0 WRITING. Both Tocharian languages are normally written in a 
variety (the “slanting type”) of the north Indian Brahmi syllabary. 
There are, in addition, a couple of very fragmentary manuscripts with 
Manichaean content written in a variety of the Manichean alphabet 
(Gabain and Winter, 1958), but they are very much the exception. 


Since the phonological system of the Tocharian languages was 
very different from that of Sanskrit, for which the Brahmi syllabary 
had been developed, to use this syllabary for Tocharian required 
some modifications. Certain Sanskrit sounds were not to be found in 
the Tocharian languages and, as a result, the aksaras (letters) repre- 
senting them were either not found in Tocharian (save in relatively 
unassimilated loanwords, of which there were many) or were put to a 
different purpose. In this latter category are the aksaras for Sanskrit 
r, 1, and dh, which in Tocharian, except for obvious loanwords, repre- 
sent ra, /a, and ta, respectively. 


On the other hand, there were certain sounds in the Tocharian 
languages that had no counterpart in Sanskrit, and for these sounds 
new symbols had to be developed. The new, purely Tocharian, signs 
were 4, ka, na, pa, wa, Sa sa sa tsa, and tsa. The Sanskrit 
anusvara, transcribed as m, in Tocharian normally represented a syl- 
lable final nasal, not unlike the tilde did in medieval Latin. 


Two final peculiarities must be mentioned. First, under certain cir- 
cumstances an unstressed vowel in an open syllable might lose its 
syllabicity (the process appears limited to j, u, and &). In such cases 
the Tocharian scribes used the combined aksara customary for a 
consonant cluster which contained the initial consonant of the sylla- 
ble in question as well as the consonant of the following syllable with 
the modifications indicating a particular vowel for both vowels. Thus 
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/kusé/ ‘who, which’ was apparently pronounced [kWse] and written 
<ksu> which is transcribed as kjse. Secondly, in the Tocharian variety 
of this syllabary the signs for na and ta were poorly distinguished, as 
were, to a lesser extent, those for sa and pa. The potential confusion 
leads to some indeterminacy in the texts. 


2.1 PHONEMICS/PHONETICS. The phonemic systems of the two 
Tocharian languages are nearly identical and relatively simple. 


CONSONANTS 
p t ts Cc k 
5 5 ΕἸ 
m n ῇ 
| r ly 
Ww y 


All of these consonants might appear either single or double, though 
double consonants were relatively rare in Tocharian A. 


VOWELS 
i a υ 
e al ο 
a 
DIPHTHONGS2 
ew, ey ow, oy 
ay, aw 


The exact phonetics which lie behind these symbols is, of 
course, largely unknowable. For the vowels we can only point out 
that the Sanskrit use of these same symbols suggests that a might 
be nearly IPA [a] and ἃ IPA a’], leaving ἅ to be something like [i] (cf. 
Lane, 1948:300). With respect to the consonants, the major points to 
consider are the actual pronunciation of the obstruents, particularly 
the stops, and the pronunciation of /w/. The two issues are not 
unrelated. 


As to the first question, there is some evidence that the stops 
were voiceless (and perhaps tense or long) in initial or final position, 
when geminate, and when before another obstruent (or perhaps 
when before any other consonant). Otherwise they may have been 
voiced (and/or lax or short). The evidence for voicelessness is the 
occasional doubling of these obstruents in word initial or final posi- 
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tion and the regular doubling of such an obstruent which is the first 
member of a cluster when it comes to stand between vowels, e.g., B 
natk- ‘to push, impel’ whose present stem is nattank-. Voicing in 
other positions is indicated by such spellings as ἡ for nik or the 
regular use of g for intervocalic /k/ (more rarely of d for intervocalic 
Iv) in the few documents written in the Manichaean script (Winter, 
1965:210).2 


The actual phonetics of /w/ are in question because of w’s occa- 
sional overlap with p, e.g., B cpi ‘his’ for the expected (and more 
usual) cwi, A yampa ‘| made’ for yamwa, or A swartwlune ‘a turning’ 
for spartwiune, B wawattsa ‘weaver’ for wapattsa. Occasionally the 
underlying form has been restructured, e.g., B warw- ‘to incite’ but 
A warp-. The interchange is not random. It occurs only intervocali- 
cally and after consonants and before vowels—precisely those posi- 
tions where stops appear to have been voiced. Perhaps /p/ was a 
voiced bilabial spirant [8] in such positions. Additional evidence for 
such a conclusion is provided by the fate of Sanskrit loanwords with 
v. Where they are not spelled with the Sanskrit aksara for v they may 
appear as either p or w, e.g., avi§ ~ awis (Sanskrit avici). Apparently 
Sanskrit v was perceived as being somehow phonetically between 
Tocharian /p/ ([8]7) and /w/. 


To add complexity to the issue, Sanskrit v when it became word 
final in Tocharian is spelled with p, e.g., AB anasrap (Sanskrit 
anasrava) or AB yap ‘barley’ (Sanskrit yava). 

Taken altogether, these bits and pieces of evidence suggest the 


following allophonic distribution among the stop phonemes for both 
Tocharian languages. 


# VV N_ 
_# C_V 
Cc 
/p/ p B b 
It t d(t?) d 
/k/ κ᾽ g g 


Quite possibly all obstruents showed a similar pattern. 
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NOTES 


1. As an underlying segment found only in Tocharian A (see section 3.17 for its ap- 
pearance in Tocharian B). 


2. Only in Tocharian B. 


3. Winter goes too far in assuming a voiced continuant pronunciation. Had the 
Manichaean scribes heard [y], the script they were familiar with would have pro- 
vided them with a y. 
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Chapter Ill 
PHONOLOGICAL HISTORY 


3.0 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN BACKGROUND. Phonological devel- 
opments in Tocharian presuppose a Proto-Indo-European whose 
phonological inventory was composed of four classes of sounds (in 
order of decreasing sonority): vowels, resonants, “laryngeals,” and 
obstruents. Of the purely vocalic phonemes there were: 


e,é 0, 0 
ἃ, ἃ 


Internal reconstruction suggests that most long vowels were second- 
ary, being the result either of the lengthening of an original short 
vowel under certain conditions, e.g., in the nominative singular of 
nouns ending in a resonant (*pAter ‘father’ but the vocative singular 
*pAter with no lengthening), or of the contraction of an original short 
vowel and a laryngeal, e.g., the nouns, usually feminine, in *-a- from 
earlier -eA-. Similarly, internal reconstruction suggests that ἃ, long 
or short, is more often than not the result of the “coloring” of an orig- 
inal *e by an adjacent laryngeal *A. An original *Ae gave "ἃ while *eA, 
as we have seen, gave "41. There remain, however, a certain num- 
ber of words whose PIE "ἃ does not seem to be the result of laryn- 
geal coloring, e.g., PIE *sakro- [: Latin sacer ‘sacred’ and Tch. A 
sakar ‘blessed’]. In any case, later Proto-Indo-European, with the par- 
tial exception of those dialects ancestral to the Anatolian group, 
treated *e, 8, a, a, Oo, and O as unitary phonemes, whatever their ori- 
gin or morphophonemic status. Lastly, on the purely phonetic level, it 
appears that complex consonant clusters were broken up by an 
anaptyctic vowel *e, the so-called “schwa secundum” (on this last 
point see Hoenigswald, 1960:134 and Polomé, 1965:29). 
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Proto-Indo-European had six resonants: *y, w, r, |, ἢ, and m, each 
with syllabic and non-syllabic allophones.2 Even in Pro- 
to-Indo-European itself there is some evidence that the first two, *y 
and *w, were set apart from the others, since it appears that their syl- 
labic allophones (*i and *u) could undergo morphological lengthening 
to 7 and *u whereas the others could not. In any event, Tocharian is 
like all other branches of Indo-European in treating *i and *u as if they 
were full vowels and therefore unlike *r, etc. 


Like the resonants, Proto-Indo-European laryngeals had both syl- 
labic and non-syllabic allophones, e.g., Ἔ and *E. Since laryngeals 
were normally less sonorant than the resonants, combinations of lar- 
yngeal and resonant normally resulted in a syllabic resonant and a 
non-syllabic laryngeal, i.e., */CRHC/ was pronounced as *[CRHC] 
and */CHRC/ was pronounced as *[CHRC]. There were apparently 
four laryngeals: *A7, Az, E, and O, whose phonetic properties are un- 
certain but which colored any adjacent full vowel (see footnote 1). 
Aside from this coloration of *e and the lengthening of a preceding 
syllabic, the consonantal allophones of the laryngeals left no trace in 
Tocharian; only the vocalic allophones remained. 

The obstruent system of that variety of Proto-Indo-European 
which gave rise to Tocharian was composed of the following phone- 
mic units: 


p t k k kw 

(b) d 6 6 gw 

bh dh gh gh ghw 
8 


There is a growing body of opinion (e.g., Hopper 1977 [1978] } that 
holds that Proto-Indo-European, rather than having the three series 
of voiceless stops, voiced stops, and voiced aspirates had a distinc- 
tion between voiceless stops, glottalized stops (non-contrastive for 
voice), and voiced stops, respectively. This “revisionist” hypothesis 
has the advantage of being more natural typologically, but since the 
three series, whatever their exact Proto-Indo-European phonetics, 
had largely fallen together by Proto-Tocharian times into a single 
series of phonemically voiceless stops (see section 2.), it is not nec- 
essary for us to take sides. 


Only Albanian offers unambiguous evidence for a three-way dis- 
tinction among palatals (*k), plain velars (*k), and labio-velars (*kw) 
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(see Huld, 1984:139-40 and 145-147). While we must posit a Proto- 
Indo-European distinction between the palatals and plain velars on 
the basis of the Albanian evidence, we need not assume it to explain 
any developments in Tocharian, since the two series have fallen 
together everywhere. Missing from the above schema are the voice- 
less aspirated stops that Brugmann reconstructed. Their existence in 
Proto-Indo-European is most dubious and they have, in any case, left 
no separate trace in Tocharian. 


3.1 CHANGES TO VOWELS. After the coalescence of a laryngeal 
with a preceding vowel, including */ and *u but not the syllabic allo- 
phones of the other resonants, very late Proto-Indo-European (or 
pre-Tocharian) had a system of syllabics composed of the following 
units: 


u, U 
6,6 ο, 0 


8, ἃ 


τ, Ἰ, ἢ, πὶ 


In addition, any of the mid or low vowels could be combined with a 
following resonant (including *y and w) to form a diphthong-like unit, 
e.g., “ey, *aw, *or. 


3.11 CHANGES TO SHORT VOWELS. The changes which had 
occurred to the Proto-Indo-European short vowels by the time of 
Proto-Tocharian created a completely different system of vowels. 


3.111 PIE *i and *e. Proto-Indo-European */ became "ἃ (a central 
vowel certainly and probably high also) in early Proto-Tocharian 
under two conditions: (1) in the environment of a PIE *w, and (2) in 
the environment of a PIE *s (also before *-ns).3 Examples: 


(1) B wate [A wat] ’second’ from late PIE *dwité- [: Sanskrit dvita- 
‘id.’], B wase ‘poison’ from PIE *wis6- [: Sanskrit visa- ‘id.’], or 
B leswi ‘attacks of weakness’ from PIE “losiwo- [: Gothic 
lasiws ‘id.’ --for the etymology see Van Windekens, 1976:261]. 

(2) B laks ‘fish’ from PIE *loksis ‘salmon’ [: Lithuanian /agis 
‘salmon’], the Tocharian A first person plural ending -méas 
from PIE *mesi, or B astém ‘heads’ (acc. pl.) from PIE 
*akstins. 


Otherwise PIE *i and *e developed a palatal on-glide (like their long 
counterparts), *{ which remained distinct from the inherited PIE *y.4 
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Thus we would have found *ji and ἴθ. Subsequently both “ji and ‘ie 
gave ἰ(ἅ. In the attested Tocharian languages the " shows up as pala- 
talization, where possible, of the preceding consonant (see 
section 3.44). Examples: 


PIE* Β kalymi- ‘direction’ from PIE *klimen-, B karna- ‘to negotiate’ 
from PIE *kWri-n-eA-, lyam ‘lake’ [A lyam] from PIE /imn 
[: Greek limneé ‘pool of standing water, mere’] or yam Ἱ (will) 
go’ [A yam] from an earlier “imi with generalized zero-grade 
from the expected PIE eymi [: Greek ejmi ‘| will go’]—see 
also section4.32. 


PIE *e B yakwe [A yuk] ‘horse’ from PIE *ekwos, B kalypitsi ‘to steal’ 
[: Greek klépto ‘| steal’] from PIE *klepyelo-, B kalywe [A 
klyu] ‘fame’ [: Greek k/éos ‘id.’] from PIE *kléwos, or B fuwe 
[A fu] ‘new’ from PIE *néwos; in diphthongs we find B ike 
‘place, spot’ from PIE *weykos [: Gothic weihs ‘town, spot’] or 
B lyuke ‘light’ from PIE “lewkos [: Greek leukos ‘brilliant’] — for 
the fate of PIE “ey and “ew one should also see section 3.15. 


Winter (p.c) suggests that there is a further environment where 
PIE Ἢ and *e did not merge; namely, where PIE *e was in a 
(stressed?) monosyllable. In these cases the PTch outcome was ‘je. 
Good examples are B se [A sa-] ‘one’ [: Greek (m.) heis from PIE 
*sem-s] or B Sem ‘he went from PIE *gwem-t [: Sanskrit agan]. 


3.112 PIE *u and the Syllabic Resonants. In that variety of late 
Proto-Indo-European that gave rise to both Proto-Tocharian and 
Proto-Germanic, long and short syllabic resonants (for exceptions 
among the long resonants, see section 3.2) were resolved into *u + 
the resonant, e.g., PIE *r gave “ur. In Proto-Tocharian this otherwise 
universal resolution was limited to non-initial position, since syllabic 
resonants when absolutely initial gave Ὃ + resonant (see below, 
section 3.13). This *u, whether from the resolution of syllabic reso- 
nants or directly from earlier “u, gave Proto-Tocharian "ἃ or “νᾶ, the 
latter normally in initial position (when from PIE *u) and erratically 
after PTch *k. Examples: 


PIE *u B tkacer [A ckacar with assimilation of initial t- to c-] 
‘daughter’ from PIE *dhugAter, B tapre [A tpar] ‘high’ from 
PIE *dhubro-, B ratre (A rtar] ‘red’ from PIE *Erudhro-, B 
Starte [A Start] ‘fourth’ from late PIE *kweturto-. B lak/e ‘suf- 
fering’ (noun) from PIE */luglo- [: Greek leugaléos 
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‘wretched’ or /ugros ‘mournful’ (cf. the similar 
nominalization in “pluk-lo- > German Flugel)], B wastarye 
‘liver’ from PIE *udStryo- [: Greek hustros ‘gastér Hesych.] 
or B markwac ‘thigh’ (acc. sg.) from PIE *mrghuTen- (cf. 
Van Windekens, 1976:290-291). 


B kante [A kant] ‘hundred’ from PIE krntom, B tallam ‘he 
upholds’ (earlier *talnam) from PIE *tineA- [: Old Irish 
tlenaid ‘takes away’], B kanmask- [A kumnask-] ‘to come’ 
from PIE *gwm-nA- ske/o, kursar ‘mile’ (from earlier 
“kwarsar) from PIE “krsru- [: Latin currus ‘wagon’], or A 
kulmants- ‘reed’ from PIE *k/Am- [: Greek kalamos ‘id.’ 
(which might better reflect KIA-o-mo-)]. 


3.113 PIE *o and Initial Syllabic Resonants. Under most circum- 
stances PIE *o, including the *o that results from the resolution of syl- 
labic resonants in absolute initial position, becomes PTch *e. The 
exact phonetics of PTch *e can only be guessed at. Perhaps it was 
some sort of low front vowel. It is normally attested in Tocharian B 
as e and in Tocharian A as a. Examples: 


PIE *o 


PIE *#R- 


B ek [A ak] ‘eye’ from PIE *Oe/okws [: Greek dsse ‘the two 
eyes’], B plewe ‘vessel, raft’ from PIE “ιόννοβ [: lonic 
ploos ‘navigation’ or Russian plov ‘boat’], B meske [A 
masak] ‘knot, joint, etc.’ from PIE *mdsgo- [: Lithuanian 
mazgas ‘knot], or B petso [A pats] ‘husband’ from PIE 
*pdti-. In diphthongal combinations we find such exam- 
ples as B taupe [A top] ‘mine’ [: Lithuanian dauba ‘ravine’] 
or B skeye [A ske] ‘effort’ from PIE *(s)kwoyo [: Greek 
poiéo ‘| make, do’]. 

B e(n)- [A a(n)-] ‘un-’ from PIE *n-, B erkent- [A arkant-] 
‘black’ from PIE *rgwont-, and probably, since zero-grade 
is expected in such forms, B ersam [A aras] ‘he evokes, 
produces’ from PIE *r-se/o-. 


Under two sets of circumstances, however, PIE Ὃ gave PTch “a 
rather than "δ: (1) before a word-final resonant when unstressed, and 
(2) before the PIE cluster *-ks-. Examples: 


(1) the third person singular (plural) ending of the middle, AB 
-(n)tar from PIE *-(n)tor (see section 4.22), B su ‘this’ (nom. sg. 
masc.) from PIE *so + u; 
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(2) B /aks ‘fish’ from PIE *4loksi- [: Lithuanian /asis ‘salmon’] and 
perhaps B kakse (at B 197b4 and 5) ‘+ pit of the stomach’ if 
from PIE *kokso- ‘groin’ [: Sanskrit kaksa- ‘groin, armpit] (for 
the latter word, see Adams, 1985). 


3.114 PIE *a. Though examples are few, it appears that PIE *a usu- 
ally gave PTch "ἃ. When in absolute final position, however, or prob- 
ably when non-initial before two obstruents (see section 3.2), it ap- 
peared as "ἃ. Examples: 


(1) AB ak- ‘to lead’ from PIE *ag- (“Aeg-), B akruna (A akrunt] 
‘tears’ from PIE *(d)akru-, or A sakar ‘blessed’ from PIE *sakro- 
[: Latin sacer ‘sacred’]; 


(2) with Proto-Tocharian "ὦ we have the second person singular 
ending B -t(o) [A -t] from PIE *-ta (*-tAe). 


3.115 Vocalic Laryngeals (“Schwa Primum”). When vocalic all PIE 
laryngeals gave PTch “a in word initial position and in open syllables. 
Otherwise they gave PTch "ἃ (see section 3.2 for further discussion). 
Examples: 


(1) B pacer [A pacar] ‘father from PIE *pAtér, B tkacer [A ckacar] 
‘daughter’ from PIE (dhugAtér, or AB tas- ‘to put’ from PIE 
*dhE-se/o-: 

(2) B kanmassam [A kumnas] ‘he comes’ from PIE *gwm-nA- 
ske/o- or B ersna ‘form’ (pl. tant.) from PIE *oresA + na (see 
section 5.311). 


3.116 Schwa Secundum. Schwa Secundum always appears in 
Proto-Tocharian as a. Since it is always in internal position in closed 
syllables, its Proto-Tocharian reflex does not allow it to be distin- 
guished from Ἢ nor, for that matter, from PIE *u. Example: 


AB katna- ‘to strew from PIE *(s)kedneA- [: Greek 
skidnemi ‘| scatter’ (Van Windekens, 1963) ]. 


3.12 CHANGES TO LONG VOWELS. The changes which affected 
the Proto-Indo-European long vowels in the development of Proto- 
Tocharian were fewer and generally less dramatic than those which 
affected their short counterparts. 


3.121 PIE ‘7 and "δ. The front vowels “7 and "8 show the same addi- 
tion of the palatal on-glide, i.e., to *7 and *ié, as do the short  8δπα ὁ. 
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Otherwise the only change was that of PIE "δ to "ἃ when in absolute 
final position (including those cases where PIE *e had come to stand 
in absolute final position after the loss of a Proto-Indo-European ob- 
struent). Since this latter change occurred after the addition of the 
palatal on-glide, the actual result was a PTch [ja]. Examples: 


PIE 7 B sim ‘roof from PIE *simn (*siHmn) [: Sanskrit siman- 
‘extremity’ (Van Windekens, 1976:455) ], AB rif ‘cities’ from 
PIE *wrines (*wriHnes) [: Thracian bria ‘city’] ); 

PIE *e B yente [A want] ‘wind’ from PIE *wento- (*weEnto-) [: Latin 
ventus, Sanskrit vata-], B mefe [A maf] ‘moon, month’ 
from late PIE *ménén (*meEnén); 


PIE "δέ ΑΒ ma ‘not from PIE *mé [: Greek mé],5 B wat ‘or’ (always 
unstressed, therefore /wat/) from PIE ἣν + tu, the 
Tocharian B vocative ending in such nouns as saswa 
‘Lord! (vs. nominative singular saswe)—this represents an 
old nominative singular in *-€ relegated to the vocative 
(see section 5.9), or a-preterites which show palatalization 
before the -a, e.g., B pififa ‘spanned’ from PIE *pAnw- 
Θ(), or those in -ssa from PIE *sk-6(t) (see section 4. 74). 


3.122 PIE *u. PIE *u normally remains as such in Tocharian. Rarely, 
it may appear in Tocharian B as o. Examples: 


PIE*G Β akrana [A akrunt] ‘tears’ from PIE *(d)akra (*“(d)akruA) + 
na, B no [A nu] ‘therefore’ (see section 3.17). 


3.123 PIE *o and "ἃ. Proto-Indo-European *o became Proto- 
Tocharian *u in a final syllable when preceded or followed by a *w. 
This change appears in isolation in the Tocharian A masculine wu 
‘two’ from PIE *dwow, B okt [A okat] ‘eight from PIE *oktow, and the 
nominative singular of the word ‘dog,’ AB ku from PIE *k(u)wo(n) 
[: Greek kuon]. More important morphologically than these isolated 
examples was the same change in the nominative masculine singu- 
lar of the PIE perfect participle, AB -u from PIE *wos (see 
section 5.621). When word final, PIE *o evidently became PTch Ὁ, 
e.g., the dual ending in Tocharian B, -ne from PIE *-noH (see 
section 5.7) or, seen less directly, in the first person singular ending 
in Tocharian B, -ew (-au), where the regular ending *-wi has been 
added to the phonologically regular outcome of the PIE thematic 
ending *-oH (section 4.211). 


19 


Tocharian Historical Phonology and Morphology 


Otherwise PIE *o and *a show complete merger in Proto- 
Tocharian. Both appear as (1) Proto-Tocharian *-o [AB -o] when ina 
final syllable immediately followed by an original nasal, or 
(2) elsewhere as Proto-Tocharian *a [AB a]. Examples: 


(1) B Sano [A Sam] ‘wife’ (acc. sg.) from late or dialectal PIE 
*gwenam (gweneAm), B somo [A som] ‘one’ (fem. acc. sg.) 
from PIE *som(H)am (*som(H)eAm), AB po ‘all’ (nom. sg.) 
from PIE “pants [: Greek pas ‘id.’], B okso ‘ox’ from PIE 
*ukwson (the o-grade of the suffix is unexpected), and B 
klyomo [A klyom] ‘noble’ (nom. sg.) from *klewmont(s); 


(2) B pask- [A pas-] ‘to guard, protect’ from PIE *pa-ske/o- 
(‘peA-ske/o-) [: Latin pascere ‘to feed, nourish, support’], B 
nask- ‘to bathe oneself, swim’ from PIE *(s)na- (*(s)neA-) 
[: Latin nare ‘to swim’], AB /ant ‘king’ (acc. sg.) from PIE 
*wlantm (*‘wleAntm),6 B antse [A es] ‘shoulder from PIE 
*omeso- [: Greek 6mos, Latin humerus ‘id.’], or B aknatsa [A 
aknats] ‘ignorant’ from PIE *n-gnot-yo- [: Greek agndétos or 
Latin ignotus ‘unknown’]. 


Having said this, one must also admit that the development of 
PIE *a is a matter of some controversy. All would appear to be 
agreed that PIE *a in absolute final position must have produced 
PTch *a—the evidence of B sa (the nominative singular of the 
demonstrative pronoun [: Greek (Attic) he]) or feminine nominative 
singulars such as B /antsa ‘queen’ (from PIE *-ya, earlier *-yeA) would 
seem decisive. However, as to its fate in internal position there is 
less unanimity—in large part because of the paucity of sure exam- 
ples. On the basis of such forms as B pask- [A pas-] ‘to protect,’ AB 
lant- ‘king,’ or a-presents, subjunctives, and preterites which certainly 
seem to be the equivalent of similar formations in, say, Latin, Krause 
and Thomas (in part [1960:53]), Van Windekens (1976), and | 
assume that the development of PIE *a was the same internally as 
well as finally, namely PTch *a. In contrast, on the basis of such 
forms as B procer [A pracar] ‘brother and B pokai (acc. sg.) ‘arm’ [A 
poke], Winter (e.g., 1981) and Hilmarsson (1984) and others opt for 
(in my symbolism) a PTch Ὃ [B o, A a]. (The o of poke would then 
be from an earlier *a by labial umlaut; the a of B macer [A macar] 
would be analogical to B pacer [A pacar].) | think procer and pokai 
may be otherwise explained (cf. infra) while taking, for instance, the 
a-presents, subjunctives, or preterites as coming from anything else 
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that PIE *a (ΘΑ) is very strained, but a conclusive answer to the 
question of the fate of PIE *a has not been reached. 


3.13 ROUNDING. Often enough, vowels that should otherwise be 
unrounded in Proto-Tocharian show up with a rounded reflex. Not 
always is the historical sequence as clear as it might be, but two tol- 
erably transparent producing these rounded vowels are Mutual 
Rounding and Rounded Vowel Umlaut. 


Mutual Rounding designates a process whereby an earlier Proto- 
Tocharian sequence *(C)a(C)e- produces a later one of *(C)Q(C)g- (B 
(C)o(C)o-, A (C)a(C)a-). Typical examples are B onolme ‘person, 
creature’ from earlier *an-elme (PTch *an- ‘to breathe’ from PIE *an-) 
or the Class!V presents (see section4.42) such as B osotar 
[A asatar] ‘it dries up’ from earlier *asetar (PIE *asotor [: Latin arére 
‘to be dry’]). The process was evidently an early one, since while it 
affected PIE ἃ and *a, it did not affect *A, e.g., B pacer [A pacar] 
‘father’ and tkacer [A ckacar] ‘daughter’ from PIE *pAter and 
*dhugAter.’ 

“Mutual Rounding” is an ad hoc designation and may be mis- 
leading as to the actual phonetic processes that were involved. 
Winter (p.c.), who believes the usual outcome of PIE *a to have been 
PTch *o, would describe this phenomenon as one of progressive 
assimilation of a PTch *e to the preceding *o, e.g., *asotor > 
*osetar > *osotar. Against such an explanation is (1) the difficulty in 
assuming, for me at least, that the normal outcome of PIE *a is PTch 
*o and (2) even if that should be so, the fact that Mutual Rounding 
occurs where PIE had “a (e.g., in the case on onolme) as well as 
where it had "ἃ. Admittedly one does not expect ἃ to “overround” to 
Ο in the environment of e and vice versa, but the process can be 
paralleled by the process in certain Norwegian and Swedish dialects 
whereby an Old Norse /ifa ‘to live’ or vera ‘to be’ become /avva and 
varra respectively (Haugen, 1976:262-263). This process in Scandi- 
navian does not appear to be any better understood historically than 
“Mutual Rounding” does in Tocharian, but they both appear to be 
examples of some sort of overcompensation. 


The phonetics of Rounded Vowel Umlaut are clearer. It works to 
round unrounded vowels (i.e., PIE *é) and, plausibly, to prevent origi- 
nally rounded vowels from unrounding (i.e., PIE *u when a rounded 
vowel follows in the next syllable. Perhaps, given the present state of 
our knowledge, it would be best to assume that Rounded Vowel Um- 
laut acts simply as a condition on possible vowel sequences. The 
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reflexes of the various late Proto-indo-European or early Proto- 
Tocharian vowels affected by Rounded Vowel Umlaut are given in 
the following chart:8 


Followed by 
Rounded Vowel Otherwise 
PIE 8 ο e 
PIE u ο a 
PIE o fo) e 


Examples of these rounded reflexes include AB yok- ‘to drink’ gener- 
alized from the first person singular *iékwu from PIE *egwwi,9 B soy 
‘son’ from PIE *suyus or *soyus (see section 5.52), B okso ‘ox’ from 
PIE *ukwson10, AB ok(a)t ‘eight from earlier *ektu (PIE *oktOw), B 
somo ‘one’ (fem. acc. sg.) from PTch *semo (PIE *som(H)am), or the 
singular subjunctive stems in B, yop- ‘to enter,’ wotk- ‘to separate,’ 
and yom- ‘to reach’ generalized from the first person singular PTch 
*yepu-, etc.11 

Mutual Rounding and Back Vowel Umlaut together account for 
most of the “unexpected” rounded vowels one finds in Proto- 
Tocharian, but there remains a residue not so easily explained. Of 
those words whose etymology is fairly transparent we have most 
noticeably B pokai (acc.) [A poke] ‘arm’ from PIE *bhaghus [: Greek 
pekhus ‘forearm’] and B posiya [A posi] ‘side’ from PIE *pusiya 
[: Lithuanian pusé ‘half (from ‘one side’)]. The labial environment 
may be a factor here with both words. Van Windekens sees the 
clusters -/m- and -ly- as other environments which cause PIE Ὃ to 
be reflected by PTch *o (1976:19). His examples with -lm- may be 
otherwise explained: B onolme ‘person’ by Mutual Rounding, B 
onkolmo [A onkalém] ‘elephant, B kolmai (acc.) [A kolaém] ‘ship’ 
(from PIE *(s)kolmon [: OHG scalm ‘navis’]), and B solme [beside A 
salu] ‘complete, whole’ (if from PIE *solu-mo- rather than *sol-mo-) 
all by Back Vowel Umlaut. The one etymologically sure example with 
-ly- is B olyi (acc. sg.) [A olyi] ‘boat’ from PIE *oldiHen- [: Lithuanian 
aldija ‘bark’, OCS /adiji ‘boat’].12 To assume, however, that -/y- is a 
rounding environment is, as Winter (p.c.) points out, a Jucus a non 
lucendo argument. The source of o in this word remains mysterious. 


3.14 RESULTANT PROTO-TOCHARIAN VOWEL SYSTEM. The 
vowel system of Proto-Tocharian that resulted from these changes 
and restructurings must have looked something like the following: 
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EARLY PROTO-TOCHARIAN VOWEL SYSTEM 


i [i] a a 
ὃ [id] a ο 
Θ a Q 


The symbols chosen reflect, more or less, the etymological origins 
of the various vowels. It is obvious, however, that length, by itself, 
was not a distinguishing feature of the Proto-Tocharian vowel system 
while vowel height was. Very early during the course of Proto- 
Tocharian *a and "ἃ fell together as *a. That is to say that the vowel of 
PTch *pacer ‘father’ or *pake ‘portion’ from PIE *pAter and *bhagos 
was no longer distinguished from that of PTch *pask- ‘to guard, pro- 
tect’ from PIE *peAske/o-. Much later Tocharian B was to merge Ἔ 
and *e as /e/ and *o and Ὃ as /o/ while Tocharian A kept Ὃ distinct 
from Ὃ but merged the latter with both *6 and *e as /a/. 


3.15 RESTRUCTURING OF PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN ABLAUT. 
Naturally these changes, particularly the more general ones, had an 
effect on the inherited Proto-Indo-European system of ablaut. Not 
only were the phonetic surface structures of the system greatly 
altered but also the system as a whole tended to lose its coherence. 
In roots of the (PIE) shape *TeRT13 we would see then the following 
correspondences between Proto-Indo-European and Proto- 
Tocharian ablaut: 


PIE TRT TeRT ToRT TeRT TORT 
PTch TaRT TiaRT TeRT TieRT TaRT 
Though phonetically much changed, the pattern was quite trans- 
parent. Much the same was true of roots of the (PIE) shape *TeT: 

PIE Tel/TT/TeT TeT ToT TeT ToT 
PTch TaT/TT/TiaT TiaT TeT TieT TaT 


Obviously, of the various possibilities Proto-Indo-European offered in 
the zero-grade to such roots, PTch *7aT was most in keeping with 
the pattern set by the *TeRT roots and was, in fact; generalized.14 


The situation was, however, not so clear with roots of the (PIE) 
shape *TewT: 
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PIE TuT TewT TowT TewT TowT 
PTch TaT TiawT TewT TiewT TawT 


Here the expected phonological outcome of the zero-grade no 
longer “made sense” in terms of the rest of the system. The same 
sort of anomaly was true of roots with the (PIE) shape *7eyT: 


PIE TiT TeyT ToyT TeyT ToyT 
PTch TiaT TiayT TeyT TieyT TayT, 


though in this instance the anomaly was of a different sort. In both 
these cases, where zero-grade forms remained in paradigmatic 
alternation with full-grade forms, they were rebuilt with the neological 
zero-grades *-ay- or *-aw- based on the proposition that the 
zero-grade was properly the (PIE) e-grade without the *-/-. 


Where zero-grade forms were not paradigmatically well inte- 
grated, they were not so rebuilt. Thus we have the neological 
zero-grade */awt- [AB /ut-] on the model of */awt- [AB /yut-] ‘to drive 
(away)’ or *lawk- [AB /uk-] on the model of "ϊᾶννκ- [AB lyuk-] ‘to 
illuminate’ but the paradigmatically independent AB /a(n)t- ‘to go out’ 
(from PIE *Elu(n)dh-) or B laktse ‘illuminating’ (from PIE “*luktyos) orig- 
inally of the same roots. Likewise, we have PTch *wayk- [AB wik-] ’to 
decrease’ or *sayk- [B sik-] ‘to step’ and not “wak-, etc. (cf. ike 
‘place, locality’ from PIE *weykos [: Gothic weihs ‘town, spot,’ gen. 
weihsis], etc. 

While one cannot be too specific about the chronology of these 
phonological and analogical reshapings of Proto-Tocharian ablaut, it 
appears that all these changes occurred early on in the history of 
Proto-Tocharian. The non-paradigmatic original zero-grades from 
roots of the (PIE) shape *TewT7 could be reanalyzed as zero-grades 
to *TeT roots and new ablaut grades built accordingly. Thus AB /ak- 
‘to see’ has a Proto-Tocharian past tense *Ijék-a- [B lyaka, A lyak] 
which presupposes that Proto-Tocharian speakers, ignorant of the 
etymologically proper connection of */ak- with the rebuilt */awk- ‘to illu- 
minate,’15 considered it a normal zero-grade and formed the ex- 
pected lengthened grade preterite from it.16 


3.16 LATE PROTO-TOCHARIAN UMLAUT. Very late in the Proto- 
Tocharian period, when the Proto-Tocharian unity was already 
beginning to dissolve, two new phonological processes affected 
Tocharian vowels: (1) a-umlaut (first described by Winter [1962a: 
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32-33] and subsequently refined by Cowgill [1967:176-179]), and 
(2) o-umiaut. Our dating of a-umlaut, and by inference o-umlaut too, 
so late is assured because its affect was not quite the same in that 
part of Proto-Tocharian that was to become Tocharian B as it was in 
that portion that gave rise to Tocharian A. 


As Cowgill has described it, a-umlaut affects any PTch *e (PIE *o) 
by turning it into -a- in Tocharian B when followed in the next syllable 
by any -a-, and any UNSTRESSED PTch *e becomes -a- in Tochar- 
ian A under the same conditions. Neither Winter nor Cowgill speci- 
fically distinguishes PTch “*e (PIE *€) from *e (PIE *o). However, such 
a distinction seems necessary as PTch "Ὁ becomes -a- in both lan- 
guages when another -a- follows, regardless of stress—witness B 
lyaka: A lyak, both from PTch *eka, etc. 17 


As a further corollary it must be noticed that a following -a- lowers 
a PTch Ὃ [B -o-: A -o-] to *q [B -o-: A -a-], at least in that part of the 
Proto-Tocharian speech community ancestral to Tocharian A. (Since 
PTch *o and Ὃ fell together in Tocharian B, it is impossible to tell 
whether this phenomenon was once to be found in the latter lan- 
guage as well.) The chief witness for this variety of a-umlaut is the 
feminine plural of ‘one’ (i.e., ‘some’) A somam (earlier *somo-na with 
secondary palatalization)—-compare B somona. In addition, this 
hypothesis allows us to explain the difference between B ost (pl. 
ostwa) ‘house’ and A wast (pl. wastu) ‘id.’. The -a- of the Tocharian A 
forms must be a generalization of the PTch Ὃ expected in the plural. 


Though relatively late in origin, the -a-grade resulting from 
a-umlaut in verbal paradigms was very common-statistically far 
more common in surface structures than the -é€- which underlay it. At 
least in Tocharian B, it was capable of being generalized beyond 
those forms where an -a- followed in the next syllable, e.g., B yas- ‘to 
boil, be excited’ [A yas-] where the root -a- appears not only in the 
past participle, yayasau, where it is explicable as the result of 
a-umlaut from an underlying -e-, but also in the derived causative, 
yasdssam, where the -a- appears without any conditioning factor. 


Since it is doubtful that the palatalization which resulted from the 
absorption of *-;- by a preceding consonant was felt any longer to be 
a part of the ablaut system by speakers of Tocharian, it is probable 
that synchronically for speakers of Tocharian B, at least, ablaut con- 
sisted of two major ablaut grades, -ἃ and -a-, with two minor grades, 
-e- and -o-, occurring in specified (morpho-)phonological environ- 
ments (e.g., preterites of Class Ill for -e- or presents of Class IV for 
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-o-). At least three of these ablaut grades (-a, -a-, and -e-) might 
combine with preceding palatalization which had been abstracted as 
a separate morphological process. 


The second umlaut process which we can date to this late period 
of Proto-Tocharian is o-umlaut. This process affected a much 
smaller number of words than did a-umlaut and left no lasting traces 
in the morphology of either language, so it is perhaps not surprising 
that it should have gone essentially undescribed. It affected any 
Proto-Tocharian *u, *4w, or *e when it was followed in the next 
syllable by a PTch Ὃ. Typical examples are B ontsoytte ‘insatiable’ 
(from earlier or underlying *en-soy-), B klyomo ‘noble’ from PTch 
*Kljawmo (PIE *klew-mon-(t)), B $cono ‘hate’ from PTch “stjawno 
(PIE *stewd-non [: OCS studd ‘cold, dishonor’] ), or perhaps the late 
PTch *mgoko ‘heap, pile’ if from PIE *mukon [: Hesychian mukon 
‘heap, pile’ or Old English muga, muha ‘heap (of grain)’] that lies 
behind both A mokats ‘big’ (from “massive’) and B mokoce* ‘thumb’. 


3.17 FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS IN TOCHARIAN B. Our Tochar- 
ian B remains show a vowel system not far removed from that we 
have reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian. Like Tocharian A, though 
independently, Tocharian B shows monophthongization of PTch *aw 
and "ἄγ and their consequent merger with *u and “7. There was also 
some rearrangement among the mid and low vowels: Proto- 
Tocharian "Ὁ and *e merged as /e/ while Ὃ and Ὃ both appear as 
/o/. The monophthongization of "ἄνν and "ἄν tended to obscure the 
tidy Proto-Tocharian ablaut system, since the PIE series “ey and *ew 
no longer matched those in *eR, but the “damage” was minimal. 


Other early changes were the usual, but not absolutely regular, 
change of Proto-Tocharian “u (but apparently not *aw) to -o- in the 
environment of resonants, e.g., no [A nu] ‘now, or tronk [A trunk] 
‘hole, hollow [: Latin truncus ‘tree-trunk’] and the change of "δ 
(created in such morphological contexts as the imperfect or optative 
of verb stems ending in -a-, see section 4.9) to -oy-, e.g., takoy ‘he 
would be’ from an earlier *takai. 


Much later, and still not wholly completed by the time of our 
documents, are: (1) the loss of final *-4 or, when not lost, its shift to 
-O, €.g., ynem(o) ‘we go’ from PTch *janema (as if from PIE *i-no- 
mes), (2) the shift of "ἃ to / in a labial environment, e.g., pi$ [A paf] 
‘five’, mit ‘honey’ (from PIE *medhu), (3) a similar shift of -a- to -ἰ- ina 
palatal environment, e.g., ciicare ~ cafcare, and (4) the shift of *ey to 
-ay- and of *ew/ow to -aw- before all consonants or before pause, 
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e.g., skeye ‘effort from PIE *skWoyos [: Greek poiéo ‘| make, do’] but 
aise ‘force, energy’ from PIE *oyso-. The latter two changes show 
dialectal variation. The change of "ἃ to -/- in palatal environments is 
particularly frequent in the eastern (Sangim, Murtuq, etc.) dialect of 
Tocharian B, while the merger of preconsonantal diphthongs is 
particularly retarded in the western (Ming-6di Qizil) dialect (see 
Winter, 1955). 


Also retarded in the west of the Tocharian B speaking area is the 
strong allophonic differentiation of /a/ and /a/ seen in the “standard” 
Tocharian B of the central (Sorcuq) area. In the latter area, and also 
in the east, /a/ when stressed is phonetically [a], otherwise it is [4] 
(or zero in open syllables, see below) while /a/ is [a] only when 
stressed and [a] elsewhere. Clearly the general tendency in these 
dialects is towards lengthening of vowels under stress and towards 
their shortening when unstressed. This interpretation is borne out by 
the similar alternation of the graphic symbols <i> and <i>, e.g., 
pile ‘wound’ vs. pilenta ‘wounds’. In general <u> and «ἃ» follow 
the same pattern, and we may suppose the /e/ and /o/ did also, 
though there were no symbols in the Indian-based alphabet to show 
such an alternation. 


3.18 FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS IN TOCHARIAN A. The changes 
which took place between the time of Proto-Tocharian and our 
records of Tocharian A are much more extensive than they were in 
Tocharian B, though many individual changes are paralleled in some 
fashion in the latter language. For instance, Tocharian A also shows 
a major rearrangement of the Proto-Tocharian mid and low vowels, 
but the rearrangement follows a different pattern than in Tocharian B. 
In Tocharian A PTch "δ, "δ, and Ὃ all become -a- in Tocharian A, 
while PTch *o was left as -o-. Early too was the loss of all final 
vowels, e.g., A kam [B kene] ‘melody, tune’ from PIE ghwonos [: OC 
zvond ‘sound’, Albanian zé ‘voice’], onkalam [B onkolmo] ‘elephant, 
or kantu [B kantwa] ‘tongue’ (acc.),18 but pacri ‘father’s’ from PTch 
*patria4y—compare Tocharian B patri and the discussion in 
section 5.8. 


After the loss of original final vowels, new ones were created by 
the general monophthongization of all inherited diphthongs before 
consonants or pause. Thus, as in Tocharian B, but independently, all 
PTch *aéw and "ἄγ are monophthongized, but so also are “ey, *ay, *oy, 
*ew, and *aw. Thus we find A tre [B trey ~ trai] ‘three’, es [B ayam] ‘he 
will give’, se [B soy] ‘son’, ekar [B aikare] ‘empty’, ko [B kew] ‘cow’, 
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or kot- [B kaut-] ‘to split. This monophthongization rather greatly re- 
structured the inherited Proto-Tocharian ablaut, e.g., -u- ~ -o- (PIE *ew 
~ *ow/éw) but -4R- ~ -aR (PIE*eR ~ oR/ER). 

In addition, Tocharian A shows a wide variety of assimilatory phe- 
nomena. There is for instance Labial Umlaut, whereby an earlier *a 
(PTch *e or *€) appears as -o- in the neighborhood of a labial conso- 
nant, e.g., fom [B fem] ‘name’, opassi [B epastye] ‘experience’, or 
opsaly [B eksalye] ‘period of action (of a Buddha)’ but not in maku [B 
mekwa] ‘fingernails’. Similar in many ways is the process whereby a 
Proto-Tocharian sequence of *a/e(n)kw- gives early Tocharian 
*-a/aw(n)k and thus -u/o(n)k-, e.g., yuk [B yakwe] ‘horse’, from PTch 
*jakwe (PIE *ekwos) or οὐκ [B enkwe] ‘man’ from PTch *enkwe (PIE 
*nkwos ‘mortal’ [: Old Irish @c ‘death’ from *nku- --Campanile, 
1969:198] ).19 


Assimilation in a different direction is seen in the change of *a, "ἃ, 
and Ὃ to -e- before y, Af, fic, and nts or of "ἃ to -i- in the same set of 
environments. Thus we have weyem ‘astonishing, astonished’ (PIE 
*dwoyonyo-), es [B antse] ‘shoulder’ (PIE *omeso-), the third person 
plural verbal endings -efic [B -am, -em], and -inc [B -am], or the 
genitive singular ending -is [B -antse].20 

Dissimilation is seen in two places. The first we might call Pro- 
gressive Rounded Vowel Dissimilation, and we find it in such words 
as mokats ‘big’ [cf. B mokoce* ‘thumb’], orpank [B orponk] ‘tribune’, 
onkalam [B onkolmo] ‘elephant, or kuryar [B karyor] ‘trade, nego- 
tiation’. In these cases an original sequence of *ulg--9 has been 
dissimilated to *u/o--9 (or already to u/o--a). The second 
process of dissimilation involves glides before homorganic vowels, 
e.g., “kawurs [B kauyrse] ‘bull’ (from PIE *gwow-wrsen-) gave 
Tocharian A kayurs, *klayis ‘he would fall’ [B klay-] gave A klawis, and 
*skayis ‘he would try’ gave skawis. 


Superficially reminiscent of the phonetic interchange of [a] ~ [a] 
and of [a] ~ [a] in the central and eastern dialects of Tocharian B 
(see section3.24) is the Tocharian A phenomenon Krause and 
Thomas (1960:45-47) call Vowel Balance. Tocharian A Vowel 
Balance is, however, not based on stress or its absence but rather 
on the interplay between “full” vowels (ἃ, a, e, 0) and “short” vowels 
(i, u, 4). The phenomenon actually affects only -a- and -a-. If an /a/ 
occurs in a closed final syliable of a two-syllable word whose first 
syllable contains a full vowel, it becomes [a], e.g., aknats ‘foolish’ [B 
aknatsa], skenas ‘he tries’ (/ske-na-/), kotnas ‘he splits’ (/kot- 
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na-/), or within a single paradigm, kalkas ‘he will go’ vs. kalkac ‘you 
will go’. If an /a/ or /a/ appears as the vowel of the second syllable of 
a three-syllable word whose first syllable contains a full vowel, it 
becomes [a], which will disappear entirely in an open syllable (see 
section 3.26), e.g., nominative plural 6nkalmafi ‘elephants’ (nom. sg. 
Gnkalam), kakmu [B kakamau] ‘brought, or akntsune [B aknatstsaffe] 
‘foolishness’. However, if the syllable following the /a/ or /a/ contains 
an -a- or -i-, then both /a/ and /a/ appear as [a] rather than [ἃ], e.g., 
yatatar ‘he is capable’ but yatmar ‘| am capable’ [B yototér and 
yotomar], or taka-fi [B taka-fi]. To these rules there are fairly 
numerous exceptions based on analogies within a single paradigm, 
e.g., emtsmar ‘| grasp’ beside analogical emtsamar or pyapyah 
‘flowers’ beside regular /antsafi ‘queens’. 


3.19 (PROTO-)TOCHARIAN -A-. (Proto-)Tocharian -a- has a definite 
now-you-see-it-now-you-don't quality. In both Tocharian A and B a 
synchronic description would include fully productive rules which 
delete an underlying /a/ under certain conditions.21 In Tocharian B, 
/al’s are deleted from unstressed open syllables.22 Tocharian A, on 
the other hand, shows deletion in any open syllable, regardless of 
stress. A synchronic description of either language, but particularly 
of Tocharian A, might show it as composed very largely of open syl- 
lables of the type -Ca-, e.g., A /sapan/ ‘sleep’, which gives spam 
(nom. sg.) but /sapan/ + /ac/ which gives sdpnac (dat. sg.). 

Earlier stages of Tocharian shared this tendency towards the 
loss of -a-, though the loss was evidently not confined just to open 
syllables. Apparently ἃ could also be lost adjacent to a resonant 
even if the syllable was closed, e.g., B salype [A séalyp ‘butter, 
grease’ must be from PIE *selpos [: Sanskrit sarpis- ‘clarified butter’, 
Albanian gja/pé ‘butter’, and especially the Hesychian é/pos ‘oil’] and 
80 one most posit a development of *selpos > *sialpe > *salpe > 
*slpe > *slype > *salype.23 

The preceding example also illustrates another possibility for “a: it 
may be the result of epenthesis. Almost any cluster of three or more 
consonants (whether the cluster arose through the loss of an earlier 
*4 or not) was liable, it would appear, to being broken up at some 
time by a svarabhakti -a-. For instance, we have PIE *swépnos 
‘sleep’ > *sjapne > “sdépne > *spne > “spane [B spane A spam], 
PIE *kléwos ‘fame’ > *kliawe > *klyawe > *klywe > *kalywe [B 
kalywe, A klyu], PIE *krupyo- ‘common’ [: Old English hreof ‘rude’] 
*krapye > *krpye > *karpaye [B karpiye, A karpi],24 or PIE *rgw- 
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mon ‘dark’ > *erkmo > *orkmo > *orkamo [B orkamo, A orkaém]. The 
svarabhakti vowel could, as in these examples, attract the word 
stress and thus be retained even in an open syllable in Tocharian B. 
A Proto-Tocharian resonant was particularly likely to grow an -a- 
before it, as in the preceding examples, or as is shown by the verbal 
formative (PIE) *-na- ~*-ana-, e.g., B warpanantar ‘they enjoy, partake 
(of food, etc.)’ alternating with warpnantaér. Just what were the con- 
ditions for: (1)the appearance of the epenthetic vowel, or (2) its 
attraction of the word stress | do not know. 


There may well have been a period in Proto-Tocharian, or even 
later in the individual languages, in which -a- was like 6 muet in cer- 
tain contemporary French dialects, a purely automatic epenthetic 
vowel, or for that matter like schwa secundum in Pro- 
to-Indo-European itself. In any case, the presence of -d- in either 
Tocharian language is no guarantee of the position of a 
Proto-Indo-European syllabic. 


Finally, with regard to -a- in Tocharian, it should be noted that 
both languages tend to reduce -wa- and -ya- to -u- and -i- respec- 
tively, e.g., A purpar ‘enjoy!’ from the root warp- or B ipassefica, the 
causative participle to the root yap- ‘to enter’. 


3.2 CHANGES TO PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN LARYNGEALS. Like 
Proto-Indo-European resonants, the PIE “laryngeals” had both 
vocalic and consonantal allophones. In general it appears that the 
laryngeals were less likely to vocalize than were adjacent resonants, 
so that a combination */TRHT/ or */THRT/ would have been *[TRHT] 
and *[THRT]. It would also appear that the tendency to vocalize laryn- 
geals was not uniform over the entire Proto-Indo-European area, 
e.g., pre-Greek shows a far greater tendency towards vocalization 
than do other groups. Most Indo-European groups show but a single 
kind of vocalization, Brugmann’s *e--no matter what the laryngeal, but 
Greek shows -e-, -a-, or -o- depending on the coloring of the vocal- 
ized laryngeal. In addition, Greek is exceptional that in it the 
laryngeals tend to vocalize even after */ and ἴω, while all other groups 
show loss of the laryngeal in this environment with lengthening of the 
preceding Ἢ or *u. (For a full discussion of the Greek evidence, see 
Beekes, 1969.) 

Ever since Winter’s pioneering discussion (1965) it has been 
widely supposed that the Tocharian treatment of Pro- 
to-Indo-European laryngeals was more like that of Greek than that 
common to the rest of the Indo-European world. Particularly, Tochar- 
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ian is presumed to show widespread vocalization of the laryngeal 
after resonants and preservation of the laryngeal’s color in the 
vocalic reflex. However, the evidence for Winter’s conclusions is 
scanty and all too often capable of more than one interpretation. 
Fuller evidence suggests that, after all, Tocharian is not particularly 
like Greek in its treatment of laryngeals. 


For the sake of our exposition, it is convenient to divide the possi- 
ble environments in which a laryngeal might occur in Pro- 
to-Indo-European into three groups: (1) before a syllabic (vowel or 
vocalic resonant)--including those cases where the laryngeal fol- 
lowed another syllabic; (2) after a syllabic and before a non-syllabic; 
and (3) between non-syllabics. In the first set of cases, the laryngeal 
disappeared in all Indo-European groups, except Anatolian and 
Albanian (see Hamp, 1965), after coloring an adjacent "δ. If the pre- 
ceding sound was a syllabic resonant, then the sequence *RHV 
became ἜΗΝ. Thus, in the usual instance, we have a late 
Proto-Indo-European (and pre-Tocharian) *ag- ‘to drive’ from an 
earlier *Aeg- or *okw ‘eye’ from an earlier *Oekw. Late Pro- 
to-Indo-European *RR would give Proto-Tocharian “ur, later ar, just 
as *R did (see section3.19); the Tocharian evidence for a 
Proto-Indo-European laryngeal in this position is thus nil. For 
instance, we find the preterite stems B karya- ‘negotiated’ or B ta- 
‘raise up’ from PIE *kwriA-eA- and *tlA-eA, and the noun B parwane 
‘eyebrows’ (dual) from PIE *bhruHonoH, but the noun formative B -iye 
[A -ἢ from PIE *-iEe nor B tuwe ~ twe [A tu] ‘thou’ from PIE *tuHom. 
On the other hand, we also find Tocharian -aR- where 
Proto-Indo-European had only Ἢ and not *RAR. Thus PIE *Erudhrés 
gave B ratre [but A πᾶ] ‘red’ and PIE *krupyos gavae B karpiye 
[A karpi] ‘common’. 

In the second set of environments, where the laryngeal followed a 
syllabic and preceded a non-syllabic, there is uniformity in treatment 
in the Indo-European speaking world only when the preceding sylla- 
bic was a vowel. In that case the laryngeal was lost with concomitant 
coloring and lengthening of the vowel. For instance, we have in 
Tocharian the usual nominative and verbal formatives in AB -a- from 
PIE *-eA- (B Sana ‘wife’ from PIE *gweneA, karya- ‘negotiated’ from 
PIE *kwriA-eA-), or B Say-/Saw- [A So-] ‘to live’ from PIE *gwyeOw- 
e/o- [: Greek Ζόδ ‘I live’]. After an Ἵ or *u, laryngeals were also lost 
with lengthening of the */ and *u, e.g., B sim ‘roof from PIE *siHmna 
[: Sanskrit siman- ‘extremity’ (Van Windekens, 1976:455)], AB rif 
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‘cities’ from PIE *wriHnes [: Thracian bria ‘polis, teikhos’, 
(Hesychius) ], B akruna [A akrunt] ‘tears’ from PIE (d)akruA + (later) 
Na. 


After the other syllabic resonants, Winter assumed a uniform 
vocalization of the laryngeal to PTch *a, but a closer look at the evi- 
dence shows that the picture is more complex. Actually, there are 
two developments. In the combination *(T)RHTE, the laryngeal disap- 
pears without a trace in Tocharian. In the combination *(T)RHTT, 
however, the Proto-Tocharian reflex was *(T)RaTT (with *a normally 
giving AB -a-). Examples of the first development include: 


B pdilent- ‘full (of the moony’ PIE *p/Eno-went- [: Sanskrit 
purna- ‘tull, English full] 

B pilta [A pait] ‘leaf PIE *bhiEdos- [: German 
Blatt/Biatter ‘leaf, leaves’ 

B klants- [A klis-] ‘to sleep’ PIE *kimH-se/o- [: Sanskrit 
klamyati ‘he is fatigued, 
exhausted’]25 

AB kdly- ‘to stand’ PIE *k/E-ye/o- [: Lithuanian 
kilti to stand up’ (intr.)] 

B parwesse [A parwat ‘first’] PIE *prOwo- [: Sanskrit 


purva- ‘first]26 


Examples of the second development are fewer but also sure: 


A kants- ‘to acknowledge’ PIE *§nE-ske/o27 
A natsw- [B matsts-] ‘to starve’ PIE *n-Edstw-ye/o- 

[: Greek néstis ‘fast’] 
B kamnassam [A kumnas] PIE *gwm-nA-ske- 
‘he comes’ 


if, after the loss of *-H- in *(T)RHTE the *-H- (> PTch *a) in words 
of the shape *(7T)RTTE came to stand before a single consonant, it 
appears as a (see section3.114), e.g., B krafi ‘nape of the neck’ 
from PIE *krAsniyom [: Greek kranion ‘(upper part of the) head, skull’ 
(in this case with simplification of the cluster *sn-) or A mrac [B 
mrace] ‘upper part of the head, skull’ if, with Winter, we see an 
etymological connection with Sanskrit murdhan- ‘head’. In this case 
the Proto-Tocharian *a would come from the weak cases such as the 
genitive (PIE *mrHdhnos), where it is phonologically regular. 


32 


Phonological History 


Winter’s assumption that any Proto-indo-European *TRHT would 
be reflected in Proto-Tocharian by *TRaT rather than *7aRT is based 
largely on morphological criteria. He assumed that B ostwa [A 
wastu] ‘houses’ or the feminine B rtaryai [A rtaryam] ‘red’ were the 
direct descendents of PIE *wostuA and *ErudhriA-, etc. However, 
there is plenty of evidence from other Indo-Europen groups for the 
analogical spread of *eA for *A in these morphological categories, so 
there is no necessity to assume that the PTch *a we find in such 
cases represents PIE Ἂ rather than ΘΑ. Indeed, there is good evi- 
dence for assuming the contrary, since Tocharian preserves a few 
good examples of a PIE *A that was not replaced by ΘΑ in these 
same morphological contexts, e.g., B akruna [A akrunt] ‘tears’, which 
reflects PIE *(d)akruA or B ersna ‘form’, which must represent a PIE 
*oresA + (later) -na.28 


Of our third group, laryngeals before non-syllabics, Tocharian 
offers clear evidence for the vocalization of *H when it occurred be- 
tween two obstruents or between obstruent and pause, e.g., AB tas- 
‘to put’ from PIE *dhE-se/o-, B pacer [A pacar] ‘father’ and tkacer 
[ckacar] ‘daughter’ from PIE *pAtér and *dhugAter, or B ersna ‘form’ 
from PIE *oresA (via *oresa > *eriésaé + na). By analogy we might 
expect a laryngeal to become vocalized when between a pause and 
obstruent. Such a hypothesis would neatly explain AB aks- 
‘announce’ if from PIE *Eg-s [: Greek 6 ‘he said’ or Latin axamenta 
‘religious hymns of a certain type’] and B aks-a- ‘to awaken’ if from 
PIE *Akus-eA- [: Greek akouo ‘| hear’ and Gothic hausjan ‘to 
hear’].29 


When a Proto-Indo-European laryngeal was between pause and 
a resonant it was lost without a trace, e.g., B ratre [A rtar] ‘red’ from 
PIE *Erudhros [: Greek eruthrés] or AB /ut ‘to drive away’ from PIE 
*Elewdh- [: Greek eleusomai ‘I will go, move, come’]. So too a laryn- 
geal appears to be lost after a non-syllabic resonant when before 
another consonant, e.g., B kant- ‘to rub off from PIE *konHa- [: Lithu- 
anian kandu Ἱ bite’ and possibly Greek κηόδαδη ‘sword’]. Tocharian B 
afime ‘soul is generally derived from PIE *anEmos (*AenEmos) 
[: Greek anemos ‘wind’] and taken as proof of the vocalization of 
laryngeals in such an environment. This etymology, however, 
separates the Tocharian B word from what should be its nearest 
congener, Tocharian A aficaém (oblique stem afim-) ‘soul’. It would 
probably be better to assume a PTch *aficéme > *aficme wherein 
the *c was lost in Tocharian B and in Tocharian A except where it 
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was protected by the epenthesis of an -a-. The loss of -c- in this 
instance would be somewhat like the reduction of final -Aic to -m in 
Tocharian B, e.g., ikam ‘twenty’. 


In sum, then, it would seem that in pre-Tocharian a 
Proto-Indo-European laryngeal was nearly always less sonorant than 
an adjacent vowel or resonant. Far from being a language like 
Greek, which shows many vocal reflexes of PIE laryngeals, Tochar- 
ian shows very few. 


3.3 CHANGES TO THE CONSONANTAL ALLOPHONES OF PIE 
RESONANTS. The consonantal allophones of the Pro- 
to-Indo-European resonants (for the vocalic allophones, see 
section 3.112) had a relatively uneventful history in Tocharian. 
Proto-Indo-European *r, */, *n and *m normally appear in both Tochar- 
ian A and B unchanged. In palatalizing environments (see section 
3.44) PIE */ and Ἢ appear as -/y- and -A-. Examples: 


PIE *r AB mars- ‘to forget’ from PIE *mers- [: Sanskrit mrsyate], B 
ratre [A rtar] ‘red’ from PIE *Erudhrés [: Greek eruthros 
‘red’], B trai ~ trey [A tre] ‘three’ from PIE *troyes (with the 
vowel in the root syllable modeled on that of *kwetwores), 
B pacer [A pacar] ‘father’ from PIE *pAter, or B puwar [A 
por] ‘fire’ from PIE *puAor [: <*p(e)Awor [: Hittite paphur 
‘fire’ (<*peAwr) ]; 

PIE */ B leki ~ leke [A lake] ‘bed’ from PIE *“logho-, B plewe ‘boat’ 
from PIE *plowos [: Sanskrit plava- ‘id.’] or B telki [A talke] 
‘sacrifice’ from PIE “to/koy [: Lithuanian talka ‘banquet’, or, 
with palatalization, B kalyp- ‘to steal’ from PIE *klep- [: 
Greek k/épto ‘| steal’], B yam [A lyam] ‘lake’ from PIE *limn 
[: Greek limné ‘mere’], B kalywe [A klyu] ‘fame’ from PIE * 
kléwos; 


PIE *n B no [A nu] ‘now’ from PIE *nu [: Sanskrit nu ‘then’], B Sana 
[A $a] ‘wife’ from PIE *gwena, or B yente [A want] ‘wind’ 
from PIE *wentos [: Latin ventus ‘wind’]. In a palatalizing 
environment we have B fuwe [A fu] ‘new’ from PIE 
*néwos, AB fu ‘nine’ from PIE *néwp or B pefiyo [A pafi] 
‘splendor’ from PIE *(s)pondiHon- [: Lithuanian spinda 
‘splendor’ --Van Windekens, 1976:346-347]. 

PIE*m 8B keme [A kam] ‘tooth’ from PIE *gombhos [: Sanskrit 
jambha- ‘tooth, tusk’], B meske [A masdak ‘tie, bond’ from 
PIE *mozg(h)os [: Lithuanian mazgas ‘knot], B sim ‘roof 
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from PIE *siHmn [: Sanskrit siman- ‘extremity’ --cf. Van 
Windekens, 1976:455], or B mit ‘honey’ from PIE *medhu. 


When final, both *n and “m disappear. Before disappearing, how- 
ever, PIE *“m first became *n. The evidence for such a change is 
clearest in B kem [A tkam] ‘earth’ from PIE *dhghom- [: Greek 
khthon-, Skt. ksam-], and it is only by such an assumption that we 
can readily explain B sana [A sam] ‘one’ (fem.). A Pro- 
to-Indo-European neuter *sm [: Greek hén with the vowel after the 
masculine forms] became first *sam and then *s&n, to which the femi- 
nine suffix -ἃ was added (just as it was in the case of the numerals 
‘three’ and ‘four’) giving PTch *sana. 

Proto-Indo-European Ἢ and *“m also disappeared very early when 
they were directly before a PIE *s. Thus we find Tocharian B misa 
‘meat, flesh’ from PIE *mems-, B -me- [A -m] ‘us, you, them’ (the 
plural enclitic pronoun) from, in part, PIE *nsmo- (see section 6.17 
and section 3.4 also), or AB mdask- ‘to be, to find oneself from PIE 
*mn-ske/o- [: Greek méno ‘| remain’). 

Proto-Indo-European *y normally appears as -y- in both Tochar- 
ian A and B. There is, for instance, B yas- [A yas-] ‘to boil’ from PIE 
*yes-, B skeye [A ske] ‘effort’ from PIE *(s)kwoyos [: Greek poiéo | 
do, make’], or B trai ~ trey [A tre] ‘three’. As the last two examples 
illustrate, the monophthongization of diphthongs in Tocharian A (see 
section 3.18) may obscure the outcome of PIE *y (and *w). When the 
PIE *y followed a palatalizable consonant the preceding consonant 
was palatalized (see section 3.44) and subsequently the *y was lost 
with concomitant lengthening of the consonant, e.g., the adjective 
forming suffixes B -fAne and -sse from PIE *-nyo- and *-syo- re- 
spectively. The absorption of the *y under these conditions came 
after the breakup of Proto-Tocharian unity, as Tocharian A shows -/fi 
and -si with vocalization of the PTch *y after the loss of final vowels. 


Proto-Indo-European ἣν gives -w- in both languages, everything 
else being equal. Thus we have B wap- [A wap-] ‘to weave’ from PIE 
*webh-, B sware [A swar] ‘sweet’ from PIE *swadros (*sweAdros), B 
twere ‘door’ from PIE *dhworo-, or leswi ‘attacks of weakness’ from 
PIE *losiwoy [: Gothic lasiws ‘id’ --cf Van Windekens, 1976:261]. 
Before a front vowel or *y, PTch *y was palatalized like most other 
consonants. This palatalized *w (*w{) fell together with *y in Tochar- 
ian B but with unpalatalized *w in Tocharian A, e.g., B yente [A want] 
‘wind’, B ysiye [A wse] ‘night’ from PIE *wesiEen- [: Sanskrit vasati 
‘he passes the night], or B ikam [A wiki] ‘twenty’ from PIE *wikmti. A 
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particularly nice example of this correspondence is provided by the 
paradigm of Say- ~ Saw- ‘to live’ in Tocharian B. An original PIE 
*gwyeOw-e/o- [: Greek 260 Ἱ live’] would give a PTch "ὁ(γ)ᾶν ἃ ~ 
*$(y)awe or in Tocharian B *Saya- ~ *Sawe- [Tocharian A *Sawa ~ 
*$awa-]. Since the interchange of -w- and -y- was very uncommon in 
morpheme-final position, it is not surprising that Say- and Saw- have 
become independent of one another and both provide the bases for 
separate conjugations of ‘to live’.30 


In Tocharian B, post-consonantal -w- shows a tendency to dis- 
appear after dentals. After a non-initial -t- or -s- it disappears leaving 
the preceding dental lengthened, e.g., B ritt- [A ritw-] ‘to be joined’ or 
the adjective forming suffix -ssunt- from PIE *-swent- (see 
section 5.622). Before a final -e, however, there is no assimilation, 
e.g., eraitwe ‘in union with’. After an -n- the -w- disappears but there 
is sometimes lengthening and sometimes not, e.g., B pann- [A 
panw-] ‘to span’ from PIE *(s)oAnw-, but B keni [A kanwe] ‘knees’ 
(dual) from PIE *Gonwoy. After an */ or an Ὗ, the *w disappears with- 
out lengthening, e.g., B sale [A sul] ‘mountain’ from PIE *selwos 
[: Latin silva forest] or B gmare ‘oily, sleek’ from PIE *smerwos 
[: Old English smeoru ‘grease’] (but B Serwe ‘hunter’, probably from 
PIE *Ghwérwo-). Both languages show the loss of an original *w when 
it lay between an *s and a palatalizing vowel, e.g., B soane [A spam] 
‘sleep’ from PIE “swepnos [: Latin somnus ‘sleep’] or B ser [A sar] 
‘sister’ from PIE “swesor. 


3.4 CHANGES TO THE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN OBSTRUENTS. 
The most noticeable development of the Proto-Indo-European ob- 
struents in the course of the emergence of Proto-Tocharian was the 
nearly complete merger of all three series of stops—voiceless, 
voices, and voices aspirates (but see section3.0)—into a single 
series of phonemically voiceless stops (see section 2.1). For sound 
changes affecting the PIE obstruents before this merger, see 
section 3.43. 


3.41 MERGER OF THREE PIE SERIES: LABIALS AND DENTALS. 
Among the labial stops we find B kéalyp- ‘to steal’ (PIE *klep-), B 
pacer [A pacar] ‘father’ (PIE *pAter), B plewe ‘boat’ (PIE *plowos); B 
tapre [A tpar] ‘high’ (PIE *dhubros [: Gothic diups ‘deep’]), B yepe 
‘knife’ (PIE *wében- [: Gothic wépn ‘weapon’]); or B procer [A 
pracar] ‘brother (PIE *bhrater), AB par- ‘to carry’ (PIE *bher-), A lap 
‘head’ (PIE “lobhos [: Greek /6phos ‘neck (of an animal)’ ). 
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The same merger among the dentals is illustrated by B kante [A 
kant] ‘hundred’ (PIE *kmtom), B okt [A okat] ‘eight’ (PIE *oktow), B trite 
[A trit] ‘third’ (PIE *tritos); B kaut- [A kot-] ‘to strike’ (PIE *keAwa- 
[: Latin cudere ‘to strike’]), A tak- ‘to move, reflect’ (PIE *duk- [: Latin 
ducere ‘to conduct, think’]), AB twa- ‘to kindle’ (PIE *duH-eA- 
[: Sanskrit dunoti ‘he burns, afflicts’] ); or AB /ut- ‘to drive away’ (PIE 
*Elewdh-), B mit ‘honey’ (PIE *médhu), B twere ‘door’ (PIE *dhworo-). 


3.42 MERGER OF THREE PIE SERIES: PALATALS, VELARS, 
LABIO-VELARS, AND PALATALS + *w. The palatals (and plain 
velars) all show a development to Proto-Tocharian *k.31 We find, for 
instance, B kante [A kant] ‘hundred’, B kalywe [A klyu] ‘fame’ (PIE 
*kléwos), B cake ‘river’ (PIE *tekont [: Lithuanian teku ‘I run’]); AB ak- 
‘to lead’ (PIE *ag-), B keni [A kanwe] ‘knees’ (dual ([as if] from PIE 
*gonwoy), B meske [A masak] ‘tie, bond’ (PIE *mozgos [: Lithuanian 
mazgas ‘knot’] ); or AB ku- ‘to pour’ (PIE *@hew-), AB tank- ‘to hinder’ 
(PIE *teng- [: Lithuanian tingus ‘lazy, slow] ). 

In general the labio-velars show the same development to 
Proto-Tcharian *k as do the palatals and plain velars, e.g., B ek [A 
ak] ‘eye’ (PIE *okw), B kas- ~ kes- [A kas-] ‘to extinguish’ (PIE *(z)gws- ~ 
*(z)gWos-), B wek [A wak] ‘voice’ (PIE *wokWs); B key, [A ko] ‘cow’ 
(PIE *gwows), B katso [A kats] ‘stomach’ (PIE *gwotyon-: Gothic 
qipus ‘stomach’ --cf. Van Windekens, 1976:198); AB tsak- ‘to burn’ 
(PIE *dheghw-), B lanktse ‘light (i.e., not heavy)’ (PIE *Inghwtyo-). 

One sees the same development to Proto- Tocharian *k in the 
case of Proto-Indo-European palatal plus *w (i.e., *kw, *Qw, or *gGhw). 
Thus we have B kene [A kam] ‘tune, melody’ from PIE *ghwonos 
[: OGS zvond ‘sound‘}. 


Both the PIE labio-velars and palatal plus ἣν appear as AB -kw- 
under certain circumstances—notably whenever they would occur 
before an early Proto-Tocharian *a or before any non-rounded vowel 
not in an initial syllable. Thus we find B kwas- ‘to mourn’ (PIE *kusH- ~ 
*kwesH-), B sekwe [A saku]82 ‘pus’ (PIE *sokwos [: Greek opds ‘sap’, 
Albanian gjak ‘blood’]), or B yakwe [A yuk] ‘horse’ (PIE “ekwos), but 
B kene [A kar] ‘tune, melody’ (PIE *@hwonos).33 


The developments affecting the PIE labio-velars and sequences 
of palatal plus ἣν can be outlined in the following series of putative 
phonological changes: 


(1) ὦ > wa after *k (and in absolute initial position—see section 3.112) 
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(2) kw and kw coalesce as PTch kw ; 
(3) w->O/k [ +cons] in pre-Tocharian B 


/k Γ +cons 1 in pre-Tocharian A 
L-son J 
(4)w—> O/k rounded vowel 


(5)w> O/#k V, except where V = 434 
(6) -a(n)knw- — -u(n)k- in Tocharian A 


3.43 OTHER EARLY DEVELOPMENTS 


a) LOSS OF *d BEFORE RESONANTS AND *%. However early the 
merger of the three Proto-Indo-European series of stops occurred, 
there were certain changes affecting obstruents that were earlier still. 
Most noticeable perhaps was the loss of PIE "ἃ (but not *t or *dh) 
before consonantal sonorants, including the *{ epenthesized before 
front vowels. This change accounts for B pai(-ne) [A pem] ‘feet’ 
(dual) from earlier *podje (PIE *pode), AB olyi ‘boat’ from older 
*oldjiyen- (PIE *oldiHen-), B sya- ‘to sweat’ from PIE “swidye/o- + -a-, 
B -pew- ‘having (so many) feet’ (PIE *podwent-), AB wi- ‘to fear’ (PIE 
*dwey-), B wi [A we] ‘two’ (in A feminine only) from PIE *dwoy; B 
sware [A swar] ‘sweet’ from PIE *swadros; B ime ‘memory’ from PIE 
*weydmeén), or B Scono ‘hate’ from PIE *stewdnon [: OCS studi 
‘cold, shame’ --cf. Van Windekens, 1976:483].35 


b) LOSS OF *b(h) AFTER *m: In a similar, though opposite, fashion 
PIE *b and *bh were both lost after *m. One should note B keme [A 
kam] ‘tooth’ from PIE *Gombhos or B lymine [A lymem] ‘lips’ (dual) 
from PIE *lemb(h)iEen-. 


c) LOSS OF *s BEFORE NASALS: Somewhat like the previous 
change, in that nasals are involved, is the loss of *s immediately 
before a nasal. This change does not take place in absolute initial 
position, thus B snatk- ‘to permeate’ from PIE *snud-ske/o- 
(Melchart, 1977:117-118) or B smi ‘to smile’ from PIE *smey- 
[: English smile], but it does occur, under circumstances not yet fully 
defined, word internally. We find, for instance, B -me [A -m], the 
enclitic pronoun of the first, second, and third persons plural which 
comes, in part, from PIE *gsmo- and *usmo- or B kra/fi ‘(nape of the) 
neck’ from PIE *krAsniyom [: Greek kranion ‘(top of the head, skull’. 


d) SIMPLIFICATION OF OBSTRUENT CLUSTERS WITH *s: PIE *Ksk 
and *tsk became sk and tk respectively. Examples come from verb 
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roots where the *sk was originally the present (or itera- 
tive-intensive—see section 4.5) forming suffix *.ske/o-. We find, for 
instance, AB wesk- ‘to speak’ from PIE *wokwske/o- or B snatk- ‘to 
permeate’ from PIE *snudske/o-. The resultant verbs in -tk- form a 
noteworthy group in both Tocharian lanaguages.36 | would expect 
that, in a like manner, PIE *osk would have simplified to sk also 
(since labial and velar consonants [i.e., peripheral ones] tend to act 
alike), but | know of no examples. 


e) LOSS OF FINAL OBSTRUENTS: Also early, though whether pre- 
ceding or following the merger of the three obstruent series is inde- 
terminable, is the loss of all final obstruents (save PIE "5 in the com- 
bination *-ns). We find, for instance, B te [A ta-] ‘it from PIE “tod, or B 
wek [A wak] ‘voice’ from PIE *wokws [: Greek acc. sg. Opa ‘voice, 
sound, word’]. The loss of these obstruents is similar to but earlier 
than the loss of final *m or *n. The change of PIE *é to *a in absolute 
final position takes place after the loss of final obstruents, e.g., the 
preterites in -ssa in Tocharian B (from PIE *_sk-6- t), but the nomi- 
native singular mefie ‘month, moon’ from PIE *ménén. 


ἢ DOUBLE CONSONANTS (including *7ST7): Proto-Indo-European 
double consonants, with one notable set of exceptions, undergo the 
changes that affected their single counterparts but do not degemi- 
nate. The exceptions involve PIE *-TST-. Van Windekens (1976:105) 
assumes that all such combinations gave PTch *-tsts-. His two 
strong etymologies are B wrattsai ‘against’ and B wartstse ‘broad’. 
The first, as he points out, must be the etymological equivalent of 
Latin versus ‘against’ from *wrtSto-, and the second must be equat- 
able with Sanskrit vrddha- ‘great, augmented, multiplied’ from 
*wrdhsto-. On the other hand, his connection of B wastarye ‘innards, 
liver (72) with Greek (Hesychius) hustros ‘gastér is semantically and 
formally very satisfying. Because of his belief that PIE *TST must be 
reflected by Tocharian -tsts-, Van Windekens must deny the usual, 
and self-evident, connection of the later word with the Sanskrit udara- 
‘belly’ (the Sanskrit word being segmented *ud-ero- while in Greek 
we have *ud-tero-). If B wastarye is from PIE *ud-tro-, then B 
last(o) ‘pod’ could be from *Eludh-to-, which is semantically satisfy- 
ing (as the ‘swollen’ or ‘massive’ one). How do we account for the dif- 
ference in treatment? Given the small numbers of examples, any 
conclusions must be tentative, but it would seem possible to assume 
that a PIE cluster of -TSTy- might have given -tsts- (since -Ty- gave 
-ts- anyway, see section3.44) while -7ST gave -st- as in Greek. 
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Since PIE *(t)o-stems so often become *(t)yo-stems in Tocharian, we 
make no particular difficulties for Van Windekens’ attractive Latin and 
Sanskrit connections. 


g) FINAL OUTCOME: The end result of the three-way merger (and 
the collapse of the palatals and plain velars) was to leave a very 
much simplified obstruents system in Proto-Tocharian: 


p t k kw 
8 


3.44 PALATALIZATION. Almost as salient as the three-fold merger 
of stops in the history of Tocharian is the widespread palatalization 
that is so characteristic of both languages and which plays so signal 
a role in Tocharian morphology (e.g., /yak ‘thief, /ySi ‘thieves’ or 
tallaskau Ἵ raise up’, calawa Ἵ raised up’). Krause (1943) was appar- 
ently the first to assert that there were two layers of palatalization to 
be seen in the history of Tocharian. The earlier one, First Palataliza- 
tion (his “Affrizierung”), affected only dentals, while Second Palatali- 
zation affects almost all PIE obstruents and resonants. 


The outcome in all cases of First Palatalization was an early 
Proto-Tocharian “ts, e.g., AB tsdar- ‘to separate’ from PIE *der- 
[: Greek déro ‘I flay’ or English tear], B pets(o) [A pats] ‘husband’ 
from PIE *pdtis, or B /antsa [A lants] ‘queen’ from PIE *wleAntyeA. 
First Palatalization took place before PIE *y or before a front 
vowel— presumably after the front vowel had already developed an 
epenthetic *i (see section 3.11). One should note that PIE *d became 
PTch “ts in word initial position before this % e.g., tsar-, but was lost 
before % otherwise, e.g., AB olyi ‘boat’ (see section 3.43[a]). The 
great age of First Palatalization is shown by the complete leveling of 
any morphological alternation between palatalized and 
non-palatalized consonant, e.g., PTch *tsar- ~ “ter- that we might 
expect from PIE *der- ~ *dor-. Any individual root in Tocharian gives 
evidence for either the originally palatalized form or the 
non-palatalized one, but not both.37 


Second Palatalization was later and much more extensive, affect- 
ing all apicals except *r (including the *ts which resulted from First 
Palatalization and *t which had been analogically restored after First 
Palatalization) and velars. It may also have originally included the 
labials but, if so, the palatalized and non-palatalized segments sub- 
sequently fell together again. Among the labials only PTch ἣν is an 
exception to the latter generalization, as Tocharian B clearly shows 
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the effects of Second Palatalization. We may suppose that Second 
Palatalization arose from the transfer of the palatal on-glide epenthe- 
sized before PIE front vowels to the preceding consonant, i.e., 
*CjV > Ὃν. As a result, at some stage of Proto-Tocharian the con- 
sonant system would have looked something like the following: 


NON-PALATALIZED PALATALIZED 

p t k kw (p’) r κ' κνν 
ts ts’ 
8 s’ 

m n (m’) ἣν 

Ww | y Ww’ ᾿ 


Γ 


In a somewhat later stage of Proto-Tocharian, that stage immedi- 
ately antedating the break-up of Proto-Tocharian unity, the palatal- 
ized segments had the following probable phonetic shapes. 


LATE PROTO-TOGHARIAN PALATALIZED CONSONANTS 
c § §38 


Ww’ ly 


Subsequently Proto-Tocharian “ts’ fell together with "ὁ (from PIE *k, *k, 
and Ἂν) in Tocharian A but with *ts in Tocharian B.39 Conversely, 
PTch “ν᾽ fell together with *w in Tocharian A but with *y in Tochar- 
ian B (see section 3.3). 


Examples of palatalization representing PIE dental stops are pro- 
vided by B pacer [A pacar] ‘father’ (PIE *pAter), B Scire ‘hard, solid’ 
(PIE *ster- : Greek stereds ‘hard, solid’), or B lac [A lac] ‘he went out’ 
(PIE *Eludhét). For PTch*ts ~ *ts’ we note Tocharian Atsam- ~ Sam- ‘to 
(cause to) grow’ from PIE *dem- [: Greek démo ‘I construct, build’] or 
tsar- ~ S$&r- ‘to separate’ from PIE *der-. PIE "8 is to be seen in B skas 
[A sak] ‘six’40 from PIE *s(w)eks, B salype [A salyp] ‘butter, grease, 
ointment’ from PIE *selpos, or B se [A sa-] ‘one’ from PIE *sem (for 
the vowel in this word, see section 3.111). 
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The palatalized palatals, velars, and labio-velars appear in B 
mi§o ‘urine’ from PIE *meyghyon [: Sanskrit meha- ‘urine’], B Sana [A 
Sam] ‘wife’ from PIE *gwena, or B eS(-ne) [A asam] ‘eyes’ (dual) 
from PIE *okwi.41 The palatalized variants of the PIE resonants are 
seen in B kalyp- ‘to steal’ from PIE *klep-, B kalywe [A klyu] ‘fame’ 
from PIE *k/éwos, B fiuwe [A fu] ‘new’ from PIE *néwos, B mefie [A 
mah] ‘month, moon’ from PIE *menen, and B yakne [A wkam] 
‘manner, fashion’ from PIE *weghno-, B yente [A want] ‘wind’ from 
PIE *wentos (*weEntos). 


In Tocharian B analogical pressure has created certain “tertiary” 
palatalizations. Thus in certain nominal formations, i.e., adjectives in 
-tstse, pattern pressure (see section5.33) led to a new palatal 
analog of -ts-, namely -c-, e.g., orotstse ‘big, great’ (nom. sg.) but 
oroccem ‘big, great’ (acc. sg.). In a somewhat similar fashion the 
interchange of palatalized and non-palatalized consonants as a mor- 
phological process of the Tocharian B verb was extended by the 
creation of the following pairs: p- ~ py-, m- ~ my-, ts- ~ tsy-, andk- ~ ky-, 
e.g., palkam ‘he illuminates’ ~ pyalka ‘he caused to be illuminated’ or 
kusam ‘he pours’ ~ kyauware ‘they let pour’. 


3.45 LATER DEVELOPMENTS IN TOCHARIAN A AND B. The Proto- 
Tocharian consonants remained quite stable in both languages. We 
might note two general tendencies: (1) in Tocharian A the cluster -st- 
becomes -st-, e.g., stam [B stam] ‘tree’ or skast [B skaste] ‘sixth’ 
(-st- is found only in loanwords, e.g., waste [B waste] ‘refuge’), and 
(2)the tendency in both languages for an apical consonant to 
assimilate in place of articulation to a following apical, e.g., B 
klyentar ‘they stand’ but kaltar ‘he stands’ from /kaly-tar/ or the verbal 
abstracts in -//@fAne ~ Ine- ~ -lyhe. In both languages, too, consonant 
clusters may be simplified, particularly those involving -t- in some 
way. In Tocharian B we find martk- ~ méarkk- ‘to cut (of hair)’, karkkalle 
‘pool’ [A kartkal], or speltke ~ spelke ‘zeal, effort’ [A spaltak]. Initially 
we have kem [A tkam] ‘earth’ but tkacer [A ckacar] ‘daughter’ —the dif- 
ference in treatment may go back, as Van Windekens suggests 
(1976:106), to a difference between PIE *dhghom- versus *dhugAteér. 
Tocharian A shows a simplification of any -tn- cluster, e.g., knas ‘he 
strews’ but B katnam (both from PTch *katna-), while Tocharian B 
shows the same simplification only in the sequence -ntn-, e.g., B 
Inassam ‘he comes out (earlier */antnask-). 


Most mysterious is the -ρ- which sometimes appears after an ini- 
tial t- or ts- in Tocharian A, e.g., tspank- [B tsank-] ‘to flay’ or touk- 
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[B tuk-] ‘to hide’. The most plausible solution is that the -p- is in ori- 
gin a prefix (PIE *pi-/pe- or even wi-?) and that a Proto-Tocharian 
cluster *pts- or *pt- was simplified to ts- and ἐ-. in Tocharian B but 
was metathesized to tsp- and tp- in Tocharian A. | would feel more 
certain with such an explanation if the etymologies of the words 
affected were more secure. 
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NOTES 


1. Anatolian evidence, and evidence from Albanian as well (Hamp, 1965), suggests 
that Proto-Indo-European had two “a-coloring” laryngeals: “A, and Ao, but if so 
they were not distinguished in Tocharian. Proto-Indo-European “O also colors an 
adjacent “e to Ὃ. 


2. Internal reconstruction strongly suggests that the syllabic allophones of the reso- 
nants are nothing more in origin than special cases of a (non-syllabic) resonant 
adjacent to schwa secundum, i.e., “er or “re gave Ὗ (Hoenigswald, 1960:134). 
Vowels and syllabic resonants could be either “stressed” (i.e., probably high 
pitched) or unstressed, though a stressed syllabic resonant was rather rare. The 
PIE distinction of stressed and unstressed syllables remained long enough to 
affect the outcome of Ὃ in final syllables (see section 3.113), but the synchonic 
placement of stress in Tocharian A and B, while phonemic, appears to be inde- 
pendent of the place of PIE stress. In reconstructions of Proto-Indo-European | 
have indicated stress only where the evidence for placement on a particular sy!- 
lable is very strong. 


3. Such a change is phonetically plausible if Martinet (1955:235-247) is right in sug- 
gesting a retracted articulation for PIE "8. 


4. A PIE Ὗ both palatalizes and lengthens a preceding consonant, e.g., the 
common adjective forming suffix in B, -fife from PIE *-nyo-, whereas * palatal- 
izes only, e.g., B mefie ‘month, moon’ from PIE *ménén. 


5. Van Windekens’ attempt to explain B ma (1976:282-283) as the result of the in- 
fluence of Sanskrit ma is lame in the extreme and is certainly just as ad hoc as 
those he rejects (reference to different treatments by Couvreur, 1947:8 and 
Lindeman, 1969:21). 

6. One should compare the nominative singular B walo [A wéil] to this word. 
Tocharian B walo comes from PIE *wlant(s). This difference in treatment of the 
initial “w/- cluster is difficult but probably related to the difference in the length of 
the word. 


7. Tocharian B procer ‘brother’ [A pracar] shows the expected development of PIE 
*bhratér, though with the last syllable analogical after pacer, tkacer. Tocharian B 
macer [A macar] ‘mother’ rather than “mocer [A macar] shows the more thor- 
oughgoing influence of pacer. Lubotsky (1985:7) presents an analysis of 
Kortlandt’s that attempts to explain Mutual Rounding as the result of a *-w- in the 
second syllable. That some of the forms in question may have had a *-w- in 
them is quite likely, but it does not seem possible to explain the phenomenon as 
a whole that way. 

8. The rounded vowel seen in B gukt [cf. A spat] ‘seven’ is probably analogical (like 
the velar stop) somehow to okt ‘eight’ rather than phonological. 

9. Or is this a case of rounding induced by a following labio-velar? A more certain 
instance of rounding of PTch "ὃ is provided by the adverb tsonkaik ‘in the morn- 
ing’, which is the accusative singular (tsonka/”), plus the particle of reinforcement 
k(o), of a noun tsonko* ‘morning’ where the root vowel must have originally been 
PTch δ. i.e., *tsenko (cf. the present tsenketar ‘it rises’ to the root tsdnk- ‘rise’). 
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Another case in Tocharian B is krogce ‘cold’ from PIE “*krusten-, where PIE Ἢ 
appears as -o- in an apparently non-rounding environment. It becomes 
explicable, however, if we start from a PIE nominative singular *kruston which 
would give “*krgstg in Proto-Tocharian distinguished from an oblique stem 
*kraéScdn- from *krusten-. The actual Tocharian B form is the result of conflation 
of the two stems and of transfer to the (PIE) class of én ~ *-en- (see 
section 5.315). A stem krost- is still to be seen in the abstract noun in B, 
krostaffie (beside kroscafiie). 


If this explanation is correct for KroSce, we can also account for the rounding in 
the second syllable of kaujrse (/kewurse/ ) ‘bull’ [A kayurs with dissimilation of 
the glide] from PTch *kew-wurso, obl. *kew-wdrsdn-, from PIE *gwow- 
wrsen-. 

The rounding here may have been helped by the labial environment provided by 
the adjacent consonants but it is significant, | think, that such rounding does not 
occur outside the athematic (Class!) subjunctives which alone have a first 
person singular in PTch *-u reflecting earlier *-wa (from PIE *-wi). The Tochar- 
ian B subjunctive kKewu ‘I will pour’ remains an exception as it did for Cowgill 
(1967:173). For soy see now Hilmarsson (1984) and, for another explanation, 
Winter (1986). 

The phonetic development would be something on the order of “oldiHen- > 
“oldjiyen- > “oljiyen-, etc. 

For Proto-Tocharian the initial T- of these formulas includes an initial R-. 


In this regard one should note the comparison advanced by Van Windekens 
(1963:464-465) of B /katna-/ ‘to strew, spread’ with Greek skidnémi ‘| strew’ with 
both being from PIE *(s)ked-ne-A-. 

For the semantics one should compare Greek /edsso ‘I see’ from the same root. 


The same rebuilding on the basis of isolated zero-grades took place in A tak- ‘to 
move, consider’ from PIE “dewk- (see Van Windekens, 1976:499-500). So too 
could PTch ‘pdnw- ‘to span’ from PIE *(s)pAnw- be considered a normal 
zero-grade to which a normal o-grade perfect/subjunctive could be made, i.e., 
PTch *penw-. 

There are certain e’s in Tocharian B which fail to undergo a-umlaut even though 
they are in the proper environment. Most can be explained by analogy, e.g., the 
personal endings of the verb such as -emar where the -e- is retained on the 
model of -etar. In other cases the -ἅ- may have been added to the word after 
a-umlaut had ceased to be productive, e.g., in such Class III preterites as neksa 
‘he destroyed’ from an earlier *nek(aé)s + 4. Most difficult to explain are such 
words as k/ena ‘resounding’ where there is no particular reason to regard the -a 
as a recent addition. However, these exceptions are to be explained—they are 
exceptions. The vast majority of e’s subject to a-umlaut do undergo it. Van 
Windekens’ implicit rejection of the whole rule is most surprising. Winter (p.c.) 
thinks a-umlaut must be further constrained but is unsure as to exactly what the 
constraints must be. 


The final "-ἃ was sometimes preserved, or reintroduced, in certain morphological 
contexts —most noticeably in the first person singular of the preterite, e.g., taka ‘I 
was’. See also the discussion of Winter (1965b:209-210). 
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19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 


25. 


26. 
27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


32. 
33. 


34. 


The same sort of change took place in A su/ ‘mountain’ [B sale] from PIE *selwo- 
[: Latin silva ‘forest’]. 

For a different phonetic interpretation of these changes, see Winter, 1977 
[1978]}:150. 


For Tocharian A this includes those δ᾽ 8 created by the rule of Vowel Balance 
from /a/ and /a/. 


And optionally under other unstressed conditions. 


Van Windekens’ “se/epos will account for the phonetic shape of the Tocharian 
words, but its internal structure is clearly at variance with all the other external 
cognates. His reconstruction is best abandoned. 


An -ἄ- of whatever origin is normally assimilated to a following y or w in Tochar- 
ian B. 


One should note the preservation of the PIE *m here where it was not directly 
before a PIE *s (see section 3.43 and compare B misa ‘meat, flesh’ from PIE 
“mems-). 

Winter’s auxiliary hypotheses needed to explain the lack of a vocalic reflex in 
parwesse (1965:204-5) do not carry conviction. 


Note the difference in outcome between A Alis- from PTch kldns- and PIE 
*klmH-se/lo and A kants- from PTch *knask- < PIE *6nE-ske/o. 


PIE “oresA was originally the plural of the neuter *oros. The latter appears in B 
as ere (m.) ‘appearance’ (with an analogical plural, eri). The Tocharian A equiva- 
lent of ere is arém from an old derivative *orsno-. The -n in araém and the -n- or 
ersna are not to be equated etymologically. 


The etymology for B daks-a- ‘to awaken’ is based on a suggestion of Van 
Windekens (1976:159), though he would explain the initial a- differently. It would 
seem possible to me to explain AB aks- ‘to announce’ from the same source if 
we assume that the Proto-Indo-European prototype meant something like ‘cause 
to hear’. We might have a PIE “Akus-se/o- ‘cause to hear’ beside the *“Akows- 
ye/o- we find in Greek and Germanic. 


Another example of a correspondence similar to that of B say- [A So-] is that 
between B οἱ and A cu ‘thee’ from PIE *t(e)we. 


Though we differ in details, this discussion of the fate of the PIE palatals, 
labio-velars, and palatals plus *w is based on Van Windekens, 1969, 1970a, 
1970b. 


One might more readily have expected Tocharian A “sok like onk from PTch 
*enkwe ‘man’. 

Any paradigmatic alternation that might have arisen between PTch *k and *kw 
was leveled out, e.g., B kwds- ~ kwas- for expected *kwds- ~ “kas-. 


One should note the development of TocharianB skiyo ‘shadow’ from a PIE 
*skuyon- (for “sk(e)w-, cf. English sky and related words in Germanic), i.e., 
“skuyon- > *skwdyafi- > *skwiyan- > *skiyan-. Van Windekens (1964:293) and 
Couvreur (1950:128), who equate this word with Greek skia ‘shadow’ and 
Albanian hije ’id.’ from PIE “skiya (or *skiHeA), must account for the failure of 
palatalization in Tocharian by unconvincing secondary hypotheses. 
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36. 


37. 


38. 


39. 


41. 


Phonological History 


If in paradigmatic alternation, the *d might be reintroduced, e.g., B katnd- ‘to 
strew’ (PIE *(s)ked-ne-A- [: Greek skidnémi]) --cf. the subjunctive stem katda- 
from the PIE perfect *(s)kodH- plus -a-. 


Van Windekens (1982:10) would see the verbs in -tk- as coming from denomina- 
tive formations built from *-ko- adjectives where the *-ko- has been added to 
verbal roots ending in a dental. His assumption is that PIE *-tsk- yielded either 
-sk- or -ta@sk- depending on the further phonetic environment, but -task- is cer- 
tainly a later development (with the productive -dsk- added to stems ending in 
dentals) and the one example of -sk- has been otherwise explained. 


A partial exception to this generalization, one involving derivation rather than in- 
flection, is AB /ant- ‘king’ versus AB /antsa- ‘queen’. 


One should note that there is no reason to distinguish the palatalized reflexes of 
PIE *k or *k from those of PIE *k (or *kw) at any stage in Proto-Tocharian. 


Palatalization, particularly with respect to its effect on dental obstruents, is a 
matter of considerable controversy. The account given here, with the division of 
palatalization into two discrete stages, First Palatalization and Second Palataliza- 
tion, is a conservative one but one which is by no means universally accepted. 
There is general agreement that PIE Ὁ disappears before most resonants. (I 
would except initial “dr- and “dj-. In the former case it may be because PTch 
[initial] “dr- had already become, as in Latin, “tr-, though in Latin the change 
occurred both initially and medially [Hamp, 1978].) Moreover, all agree that in 
non-palatalizing environments “t, “d, and “dh all give PTch *, and PIE “ty and 
*“dhy give PTch “ts (PIE “dy having previously given ‘y). 


Beyond these well-established developments things get slipperier. In the view 
followed here PIE *T went to ‘ts early on (First Palatalization) in a palatalizing 
environment. Analogy might restore a *t before a front vowel which later became 
PTch Ὃ (as a part of Second Palatalization). This c may show up later as ὅ 
under certain, not always clear, conditions, e.g., B Sak [A $&k] ‘ten’, AB Avig ‘hell’ 
(< Skt. avici), AB mra§ ~ mrdac ‘head’ (acc. sg.). Others reject the notion of two 
palatalizations but do not agree otherwise. Greatly oversimplifying matters, we 
may say that Winter (1962a) assumes that PIE *t and “dh when palatalized give 
Tocharian Ὃ but that *d, including “d from PIE “dh by Grassmann’s Law (e.g., AB 
tsak- ‘to burn’ < *“degWh- < ‘*dhegh-), when palatalized gives *ts. Van 
Windekens (1976), on the other hand, assumes that PIE *t and “d in palatalizing 
environments give PTch Ὃ while PIE dh gives ‘ts. Anreiter (1984), in a work 
entirely devoted to this question, more radically rejects the notion that Tocharian 
ts ever reflects PIE dentals (except when for the combinations “ty and “dhy), 
which in his view uniformly give Ὃ in a palatalizing environment and may, under 
certain circumstances, further develop into §. 


. The final -s in Tocharian B has been restored analogically on the basis of the 


ordinal skaste [A skast]. 

In both languages we find -c- after a nasal rather than the expected “-S- from a 
PIE velar, e.g., B trenk- ~ trefic- ‘to be attached to or suspended from’. Final -fc 
of whatever origin alternates with -@ in Tocharian A, e.g., the third person plural 
endings -i(fic), -e(fic) —but only wiki ‘twenty’, while in Tocharian B it becomes -m, 
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e.g., the third person plural endings -am, -em, or -am and also the word for 
‘twenty’, kam. 
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Chapter IV 
THE VERB 


4.0 THE INDO-EUROPEAN BACKGROUND. Comparative and ἰη- 
ternal reconstruction suggest that early Proto-Indo-European had 
a fairly simple inflectional morphology coupled with a rich set of deri- 
vational affixes.1 As far back as we can reconstruct, we find Proto- 
Indo-European inflecting verb stems for person and number, for 
voice (active versus middle —at least in the third person2), for aspect 
(non-perfect versus perfect3), and probably for some kind of modal 
elements (Lehmann, 1972). In this early period tense, present versus 
past, was probably denoted syntactically by the presence or ab- 
sence of certain “temporal” adverbs, i.e., the “augment,” rather than 
by inflections. The distinction of aspect, other than that between per. 
fect and non-perfect, was the role of the derivational system. There 
were a large number of stem-forming affixes, e.g., -new-, -neA-, 
-ske/o-, -eA-, etc., which, when added to the verb root, emphasized 
the on-going nature of the action, its completion, its beginning, etc.4 


In later stages of Proto-iIndo-European these aspectual distinc- 
tions, originally only derivational, became welded into unitary para- 
digms so that most verbs had routinely a “present” stem (i.e., one 
that was semantically non-aorist and non-perfect), and aorist (de- 
scribing momentary action), and a perfect (with resultative mean- 
ing).S So too had tense become inflectional, at least in the “present” 
stem in many Proto-Indo-European groups—the past of the pres- 
ent being an imperfect—, and for all groups tense had become an in- 
tegral part of the verbal system, since the aorist was temporally past 
whether or not there was a distinction between a (past) aorist and an 
imperfect. 


4.1 THE FUNCTIONAL SHIFTS LEADING TO THE PROTO- 
TOCHARIAN VERBAL SYSTEM. The result of these developments 
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was a late Proto-Indo-European verbal system, at least so far as 
pre-Tocharian is concerned, that was a fairly simple one reminis- 
cent in its functional categories of that reconstructed for Proto- 
Celtic by Watkins (1962:117). It was a system where a given verb 
would routinely show a present, an aorist, a perfect, and an itera- 
tive.6 We can represent the interlocking functions of these four 
“tenses” in the following manner (after Kuryotwicz, 1964:27): 


PRESENT 


ITERATIVE AORIST 


PERFECT 


These four categories represented the non-modal portions of the 
verbal system inherited by Proto-Tocharian.” In addition to these 
“indicative” tenses, Proto-Tocharian inherited an imperative, an 
optative, and (just possibly) a subjunctive.8 


As in the case of Celtic, this system showed certain instabilities. 
The iterative tended to replace the simple present, e.g., /Juksam ‘he 
illuminates’ from PIE *luk-se/o- with one of the common iterative or 
intensive affixes, though the tendancy was far from universal.9 The 
present so displaced might become a subjunctive (and thence an 
imperative), e.g., lyusam ‘he will illuminate’ from PIE *lewke/o- or the 
-na-subjunctives to -na- ske/o- presents. If the category was not 
inherited from Proto-Indo-European, this development led to the 
addition of the subjunctive to the list of moods in early Proto- 
Tocharian. Where the iterative did not become a regular present, it 
was normally displaced from the regular aspecto-temporal plane to 
become a causative. 10 


The inherited perfect also showed a tendency to shift its semantic 
space and impinge on that of the aorist, so that the two formed a 
new “preterite” category—again as in Irish. It is the contention of 
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both Kuryotwicz and Watkins that in such a clash the old perfect will 
either disappear or it will oust the old aorist from the new preterite 
category and make it into a modal category (as happened in Celtic). 
In the case of Tocharian, however, it would appear that it was the old 
perfect that could normally take on modal value (though this could 
happen to the aorist, too), e.g., the ablauting “athematic” subjunc- 
tives and imperatives such as B kewu Ἵ will pour,’ kutar ‘it will be 
poured’ or B ptes [A ptas] ‘lay, set!’ (sg.), ptasso ‘id.’ (pl.). Where it 
remained as a preterite, the perfect usually became hopelessly en- 
tangled with the sigmatic aorist. 


These shifts, once fully accomplished, resulted in a Proto- 
Tocharian verbal system that looked something like the following: 


PRESENT 
CAUSATIVE || Ρβετεηιτε | SUBJUNCTIVE] OPTATIVE | IMPERATIVE 


In both Tocharian A and B, and perhaps in Proto-Tocharian itself, 
further developments led to the reorganization of this schema so as 
to give the causative a full set of aspectual and modal forms parallel 
to the non-causative. Both languages also developed an imperfect 
(contrasting with the older preterite). In Tocharian B the imperfect is 
largely the descendant of the Proto-Indo-European optative. This 
PIE optative also survives, when built on the subjunctive stem, as a 
Tocharian B optative. In Tocharian A the imperfect is built, in part, of 
the same (PIE) optatives we see in Tocharian B, but the bulk of the 
Tocharian A imperfects are (PTch) preterites reanalyzed as imper- 
fects, in contrast to new preterite formations. Thus a Tocharian B 
lyaka ‘he saw’ may be formally matched by a Tocharian A imperfect 
lyak ‘he was seeing’, while the Tocharian B imperfect, /kassi ‘he was 
seeing’, is historically an optative built to the present stem, laka- 
ske/o. (See Lane, 1953, and for the integration of the various stem 
types into paradigms in Tocharian A and B, Winter 1980.) 


4.2 PERSONAL ENDINGS. The person/number desinences of To- 
charian have some times seemed an embarrassment for the com- 
parativist (cf. Lane, 1953:495). If, however, we accept the reconstruc- 
tion of the Proto-Indo-European verbal system offered by Watkins 
(1969), and if we keep in mind the functional shifts undergone by the 
various Proto-Tocharian “tenses,” then the history of the Tocharian 
personal endings can be sketched with little trouble. 
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4.21 PERSONAL ENDINGS OF THE ACTIVE. Let us start with a 
recapitulation of the person/number endings of the active (including 
the perfect) as they may have appeared in a late Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean dialect ancestral to Proto-Tocharian (Table 1). 


TABLE 1 


PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PERSONAL ENDINGS 
OF THE ACTIVE 


“Primary” -o-mes(i) 
[Present] -e-te 
-o-nti 


“Secondary” 
[Aorist] 


-wi -mesi 
-stAe —_-stesi 
-r(o) 


Perfect 


This system is itself the product of a long evolution whose two 
main threads were the gradual divergence of the perfect endings 
from the “primary” thematic endings!1 and the growth of a distinc- 
tion between the “primary” endings and the “secondary” ones (see 
Watkins, 1969). The thematic secondary endings in particular are 
nothing more than the addition of the unextended athematic endings 
to the thematic vowel. The resultant primary and secondary endings 
given here are, with the exception of those of the primary singular 
thematic, the ones almost universally reconstructed for late Proto- 
Indo-European. The primary singular thematic endings follow 
Watkins’ model, which better explains the actual Tocharian forms 
than any other. 


The endings given for the perfect, however, are not necessarily 
the same as everyone would reconstruct and need some words of 
explanation. The third person forms, -e and -r(o), are original (again 
Watkins, 1969), as is the first person plural -mesi. The other three 
desinences, -wi, -stAe, and -stesi, occur where one might expect to 
find -Ae, -tAe, and -(t)je. The -s- of the second person comes from 
the reassignment of an -s- enlargement (presumably in origin the 
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same as the typical aorist -s-) from stem to desinence. It is exactly 

the same process we see in one of the paradigms, shown in 

Table 2, which gave rise to the Latin perfect (cf. Watkins, 1969:156). 
TABLE 2 


PRE-LATIN AND PRE-TOCHARIAN 
PERFECT ENDINGS 


Pre- Pre- 
Latin Tocharian 


-(i)sta 


-(i)s (?) 


Plural 
-iste(s) -(i)stesi 
-r-ont -r(o) 


The parallelism between Italic and Tocharian on this point is striking 
and surely the result of some common development. 


The first person singular represents another enlargement, -w-, 
seen most clearly in the first and third persons singular in Sanskrit in 
such perfects as paprau (*pep/é-w). In Tocharian it is restricted to 
the first person and has added to it the hic et nunc particle -i. (Com- 
pare the Latin second person singular with -/.) 


Regular phonological change should have transformed these 
endings into the array in early Proto-Tocharian shown in Table 3. 
The phonological changes would, by themselves, have contributed to 
a great deal of instability in the inherited pattern (note, for instance, 
all the zero endings among the secondary athematics), but the 
functional shifts which made bedfellows of so many formerly func- 
tionally distinct types were an open invitation to mutual influence. For 
example, in the new subjunctive we might expect old athematic pres- 
ents and aorists, old thematic presents, and old perfects side by 
side. Similarly, the new preterite category would have been shared 
by thematic and athematic aorists as well as old perfects. Predict- 
ably the result was a good deal of leveling in several directions. 


4.211 THE PROTO-TOCHARIAN PRESENT AND SUBJUNCTIVE: 
“PRIMARY ENDINGS.” Let us turn our attention first to the Proto- 
Tocharian present and subjunctive, which shared a single set of “pri- 
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TABLE 3 
EXPECTED EARLY PROTO-TOCHARIAN 
PERSONAL ENDINGS (ACTIVE) 


“Primary” -mja(sa) -emja(sa) 
-tia wat -iatja 
-ntja (a -entia 


“Secondary” 


~ 


Perfect 


mary” endings. Among the athematic endings, the primary endings 
of the second and third persons singular disappeared without a 
trace; conversely, the first person singular and third person plural 
show only the primary endings, the secondary ones having vanished. 
Among the thematic endings we find the second person singular, 
shorn of the thematic vowel (i.e., as -ta), extended to the originally 
athematic conjugations. The Proto-Tocharian present and subjunc- 
tive had then only two sets of endings: one athematic, one thematic 
(Table 4). 


TABLE 4 


LATER PROTO-TOCHARIAN PERSONAL ENDINGS 
OF THE ACTIVE PRESENT AND SUBJUNCTIVE 


-(a)mja ~ -(a)wa13  -(a)mja(sa) | -emja ~ -ewa -emja(sa) 
(ata -(ajtia jata (atja 
-(a)ntja ja -entia 


In both conjugations the first person singular had two forms. Side 
by side in the athematic conjugation were the first person singulars 
of the old primary athematic and of the old perfect. The thematic 
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conjugation shows corresponding endings, analogically created by 
adding the normal athematic ones to the (undercharacterized) 
Proto-Tocharian *-e from Proto-Indo-European *-o. In Tochar- 
ian A the ~(e)wa forms of the first person entirely disappeared, while 
in Tocharian B it was the *-(e)mja which disappeared except in the 
imperfect/optative and in one form of the present/subjunctive: yam [A 
yam] ‘I (will) go’ (as if) from PIE “i-mi (with generalization of the weak 
grade of the root *ey-). 


The first person plural also had two forms. Both the “primary” 
(with *-sa) and the “secondary” endings evidently survived into 
Proto-Tocharian. As was the case in the corresponding singular, 
Tocharian A generalized the “primary” endings, while Tocharian B 
generalized the “secondary” ones. Finally, we should note that 
Tocharian B showed a strong tendency to extend those thematic 
endings which had the thematic vowel -e- at the expense of the 
corresponding athematic endings. Otherwise the actually attested 
forms of Tocharian A and B are the expected phonological reflexes 
of Proto-Tocharian endings (Table 5). 


TABLE 5 
TOCHARIAN PERSONAL ENDINGS OF THE 
ACTIVE PRESENT AND SUBJUNCTIVE 


TOCHARIAN A TOCHARIAN B 


-u (-m) -Θὺ (later -au) 
-(a)t(o) -'t(o) 

-(a)m - [ἅ)η1 
-(a)m(o) 
-(A)cer'5 
-(a)m 


The Tocharian A athematic endings from this list appear without 
change in the optative. In Tocharian B, on the other hand, the opta- 
tive, and the formally identical imperfect, show the thematic end- 
ings—except for the first person singular, which has the athematic 
-m. (The third person singular has no final -m.) Tocharian A surely 
preserves the older, Proto-Tocharian, state of affairs here, whereas 
Tocharian B shows the same generalization of the thematic endings 
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without -e- mentioned in the previous paragraph (one should note 
that there was no Tocharian B *-em to generalize in the first person 
singular). 


4.212 THIRD PERSON SINGULAR DESINENCES: A -s, B -m. The 
actual third person singular desinances, -s in A and -m in B, need 
further clarification. Discussions which see these as relics of PIE 
morphology, most notably Krause (1951), who sees Tocharian A -s 
as the Tocharian development of PIE *-si (the second person singu- 
lar) and B -m as the regular development of PIE *-nt (third person 
plural), must be rejected. The phonological development might be 
possible, though | would have expected PIE *-si to have given 
Tocharian -s (cf. the development of PIE *-mesi [see section 3.11] ), 
but the semantic shifts are highly unlikely. Already in 1941 (pg. 142), 
Pedersen had seen that both endings must be in origin enclitics. The 
enclitic elements are normally equated with the Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean pronominal stems *se/o- and *ne/o- (cf. Watkins, 1969:204). 
This equation might be correct for Tocharian A -gs, but it is phono- 
logically impossible to derive Tocharian B -m from either PIE *ne- 
(which would have given “-/) or *no- (which would have given, as it 
did in the third person singular suffixed pronoun [see section 6.17], 
-ne). More likely for B, and as likely as the traditional explanation for 
A, would be to see these enclitic elements not as pronouns but as 
sentence connectives, i.e., PIE *nu and *se. For Tocharian B such 
an explanation not only accounts for the phonology but also for the 
restriction of the third person singular -m to the non-past tenses, as 
befits *nu’s association with the meaning ‘now’.17 


4.213 ENDINGS OF THE PRETERITE: “SECONDARY ENDINGS.” 
The history of the personal endings in the newly formed preterite 
category was similar to that seen in the present and subjunctive. In 
this case, however, it was the old perfect which played a 
commanding role. The perfect and athematic aorist endings, 
juxtaposed in the new preterite, are given again in Table 6 in their 
early Proto-Tocharian guise for reference. 


Given the plethora of zero-endings in the athematic aorist, it was 
perhaps foreordained that the endings of the perfect would extend 
themselves at the expense of those in the aorist. The most important 
exception to this generalization is the loss of the old third person 
singular ending in *-/a (PIE *-e) at the expense of the zero-ending of 
the aorist. Tocharian B shows the complete penetration of the first 
person perfect ending at the expense of the corresponding ending in 
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TABLE 6 
PROTO-TOCHARIAN 
“SECONDARY” ENDINGS 


Athematic 
|_| vee | ἥν 


the aorist, while Tocharian A shows only a partial replacement (cf. 
the similar situation with regard to the middle endings, section 4.22). 
Even the second person plural ending of the perfect. replaced the 
transparent aorist ending. Surprising, too, is the addition of *-a to the 
already characterized first and second persons singular. It is pre- 
sumably the stem vowel of the third person singular a-aorist, but the 
analogical mechanism for its spread outside of the third person is 
none too clear.18 Not so surprising is the extension of the longer 
form -mas in the first person plural of Tocharian A, since it was also 
extended in all other tenses (Table 7). 


TABLE 7 
LATER PROTO-TOCHARIAN 
PRETERITE ENDINGS 


[A -wa, -@; B -wa] 
[A -(a)st; B -(a)sta] 
[AB -2] 


-(a)mja(sa) [A -mas; B -(a)m(o)] 
-Sa [A -(a)s; B -(&)s(o)] 
-(ajre [A -(a)r; B -ar, -re] 


One Proto-Indo-European formal type with preterite meaning in 
Proto-Tocharian that was not rebuilt on the usual model provided by 
the perfect (and athematic aorist) was the thematic aorist, which is 
represented in Tocharian B by the preterite of the two roots, kam- ‘to 
come’ and /a(n)t- ‘to come out’.19 The Proto-Indo-European conju- 
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gation of *Eludh- is given in Table 8, along with the phonologically 
regular (underlying) forms we would expect in Tocharian B; finally, 
the underlying and actual forms of Tocharian B are given. 


TABLE 8 
DEVELOPMENTS OF THE THEMATIC AORIST IN TOCHARIAN B 


Expected Underlying Actual 
Tocharian Tocharian B20 Tocharian 


Eludhém late[w] 


Eludhés lat (<laca[ta] )21 
Eludhét laca 


Eludhhome latema latema 
Eludhéte lacaca latsa (</laca[sa] ) 
Eludhont late late[m] 


acf. e-kmem ‘we came forth’ 


As one can readily see, the actual Tocharian B forms can be 
derived from the expected ones merely by the addition of certain 
regular endings (which appear within square brackets in Table 8). 
The one exception is the second person plural, where there appears 
to have been an actual substitution of the regular Tocharian B 
preterite ending for the inherited type of the thematic aorist. 


4.22 PERSONAL ENDINGS OF THE MIDDLE. Another Proto-Indo- 
European verbal category whose ultimate origin is similar to if not 
identical with the perfect and the thematic present is the middle. The 
oldest, distinctively middie, state of affairs we can recover for 
Proto-Indo-European shows a third person singular in *-o and 
plural in *-ro, e.g., (with the addition of the particle *-/) Sanskrit sg. 
duhé, pl. duhré or (augmented and with the addition of the regular 
third person endings *-t and *-nt) sg. aduhat, pl. aduhran. These San- 
skrit forms presuppose PIE *dhughdo and *dughré (Watkins, 
1969:88-93). It is exactly this schema which is represented by the 
archaic, and third person only, paradigm of the Tocharian B copula: 
sg. ste, pl. stare from PIE *stAd, *stAro. These Tocharian forms are 
more or less exactly matched, save for the augment and the addition 
of the regular endings, by the Sanskrit aorist vy Asthat and plural 
asthiran.22 
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Already by late Proto-Indo-European times there developed a 
strong tendency to renew these middle endings on the basis of the 
active athematic endings, with the result that the third person forms 
had come to be *-to and *-nto. This plural is seen most clearly in 
Tocharian in the alternate form of the Tocharian B plural copula: 
skente from PIE *s-sko-nto (Watkins, 1969:200 and Van Winde- 
kens, 1982:76).23 


A complete middle paradigm in the late Proto-Ilndo-European 
dialect ancestral to Tocharian might have looked something like that 
shown in Table 9. It would appear that the first and second persons 


TABLE 9 
LATE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN MIDDLE ENDINGS 


ers ce 
[ae a ΎσΟα 


singular could be optionally followed by the particle *-/ and that all 
persons could be optionally followed by *-r.25 The forms with the 
added *r were specialized to “primary” tenses, i.e., presents and 
optatives, while the others were relegated to “secondary” tenses, 
i.e., imperfects and aorists. The resultant paradigms are given in 
Table 10. 


TABLE 10 
LATE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN “PRIMARY” AND 
“SECONDARY” ENDINGS OF THE MIDDLE 


“Primary” 


“Secondary” 


The thematic middle shows the same set of endings but with the 
thematic vowel prefixed to them. In the earliest thematic middle that 
Tocharian gives any evidence for, the thematic vowel was always 
*9- (preserved in the Tocharian A and B present Classes III and IV). 
Later middles, those linked productively to active verbs, show the 


59 


Tocharian Historical Phonology and Morphology 


same distribution of *-e- and *-o- as does the active. Because the 
“secondary” middle endings appear only in the preterite and 
because the preterite middle always shows the tense sign -a- (which 
demands athematic endings), the thematic middle appears only in 
the “primary” endings. The one exception is the copula skente in 
Tocharian B from PIE *s-sko-nto.26 

As the result of regular phonetic change, these middle endings 


would have appeared in Proto-Togharian under the guises shown in 
Table 11. These endings formed a more coherent system in Proto- 


TABLE 11 
PROTO-TOCHARIAN MIDDLE ENDINGS 


“Primary” -mjatar -a -emjatar 
-tar ae -etar 
-ntar -etar -entar 


“Secondary” 


Tocharian than did the corresponding active ones, and for this 
reason, and because the Proto-Indo-European perfect that 
Tocharian inherited did not have any separate middle forms, the 
functional shifts resulting from the rearrangement of the Proto- 
Tocharian verb vis-a-vis its Proto-Indo-European antecedents 
did not have the repercussions among the middle endings that it did 
among the active ones. The primary endings, those of the Proto- 
Indo-European present, were extended to those perfects and 
aorists that had become Proto-Tocharian subjunctives. The only 
endings available to the newly constituted preterite were the 
secondary endings of the aorist. 


Some innovations did take place, however, in Proto-Tocharian. 
Thus the first person plural of the secondary endings was re- 
fashioned to *-mjate on the analogy of the third person plural: *-ntar : 
*nte :: *-mjatar : X. The primary ending of the first person singular 
was, as in so many Indo-European languages, rebuilt on the model 
of the active with the intercalation of an *-m-, e.g., *-(e)mar. Similarly, 
the corresponding secondary ending in Tocharian B was refash- 
ioned to *-(e)mai, while in Tocharian A, on the basis of a somewhat 
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different analogical pattern, it was rebuilt as wai [A -we]. Tochar- 
ian A also shows palatalization of the second person plural on the 
model of the corresponding active endings (Table 12). 


. TABLE 12 
MIDDLE ENDINGS IN TOCHARIAN A AND B 


Cd TOCHARIAN | TOCHARIAN 
A B 


“Primary’28 Sg. 1. a] -mar 
-tar 
-tar 
-mt(tar 
-tar 
-ntar 


-Mai 
-tai 


-to 
-mt(e 
-t(o) 


-nte 


4.23 THE ENDINGS OF THE IMPERATIVE. The normal second 
person singular imperative in Proto-Indo-European was the bare 
stem, while the second person plural was the bare stem plus *-te 
(just as in the indicative). Thus we might have *es(te) ‘be!’ or *age(te) 
‘lead!’. Such imperatives have almost disappeared in Tocharian, 
being replaced by modalized perfects or aorists. The old athematic 
imperative has left no descendants and the thematic only one or two. 
The clearest survival is Tocharian B klyaus ‘hear!’ from a PIE 
*klewse. Probably included in this tiny group of survivals is Tochar- 
ian B pofi ‘say!’, though the phonological history of this word is not 
clear (vid. Winter, 1977[1978] ).29 Watkins (1969:208) has also identi- 
fied as an old thematic imperative those Tocharian B imperatives 
ending in -e, e.g., ptalle-n ‘lift me up! or pete ‘give!’ from PIE 
*tInAo or *-dOo respectively, with the same *-o seen in the copula 
ste. (One must remember that while the zero-ending of the indica- 
tive is the third person singular, in the imperative it is the second 
person singular.) 
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While the actual Proto-indo-European imperative has left few 
relics, the system whereby the singular imperative is the bare stem 
remains intact. To this bare stem, which is, more often than not, 
identical with that of the preterite, is added the second person plural 
ending of the preterite (PTch *-sa) to form the plural imperative 
active. The imperative middle is the bare stem plus -r in the singular 
and the bare stem plus the second person plural middle ending of 
the preterite in the plural (Table 13). 


TABLE 13 
IMPERATIVE ENDINGS IN TOCHARIAN A AND B 


τ ΠῚ TOCHARIAN A | TOCHARIAN B 
ACTIVE Sg. pkal pkala 

Pl. paklas pkalas 
MIDDLE Sg. paklar pkalar 

Pl. paklac pkalat 


More noteworthy than the endings of the imperative is its prefix, 
pa- or pe-, which sets the imperative apart from other verbal cate- 
gories. As has often been pointed out, this prefix is to be equated 
with either Hittite pe- (PIE *pe-) or Slavic po- (PIE *po-), and it is 
essentially the only remnant of the rich PIE system of derivational 
adverbs to survive in Tocharian as an integral part of verbal mor- 
phology.30 


4.24 THE ENDINGS OF THE DUAL. As with the noun, the Tocharian 
verb shows three numbers, a dual as well as a singular and plural. 
The verbal dual is not well attested in our documents: Tocharian A 
has only a single form, takenas ‘the two of them were’ and Tochar- 
ian B only six. (Dual nouns were not particularly rare in Tocharian, 
but they might take plural rather than dual concord—rarely with modi- 
fying adjectives but commonly with verbal predicates.) Save for the 
middle imperative, only third person forms are attested in Tocharian, 
and even among them there are lacunae. 


In the active present Tocharian B attests two third person dual 
verbs: nestem ‘the two of them are’ [B 23b4] and westem ‘the two of 
them speak’ [Krause and Thomas, 1960:177] (as if) from PIE 
*ndo ’s-tom nu (cf. Hamp, 1980:344) for the athematic and 
*wokwske-tom nu for the thematic [: Greek -(e)ton]. In the middle 
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present only the thematic form is attested: tasaitaér (/taseytar/) ‘the 
two of them compare’ (Schmidt, 1975:287-290). As Schmidt points 
out, this ending is the more or less exact equivalent of the Sanskrit 
-ete. The Sanskrit form presupposes a PIE *-oytoy, while 
Tocharian B presupposes a PIE *-oytor. The third person singular, 
dual, and plural make a nicely segmentable triad: *-e/o-to, *-0-y-to, 
and *-o-n-to. 

The *-y- that appears in the thematic middle reappears in both 
the middle and active of the “secondary” endings, i.e., those of the 
preterite and imperative. The lacunae in these categories are more 
extensive than is the case for the endings of the present and sub- 
junctive, but the overall pattern allows fairly certain reconstructions 
(Table 14). 


TABLE 14 
DUAL ENDINGS IN TOCHARIAN B 


ee ΕΞΕΓΞΕ 


2nd Imp. 
ACTIVE 2nd Pret. 
3rd Pret. 


2nd Imp. 
MIDDLE 2nd Pret. 


3rd Pret. 


The actual forms attested are stamais ‘the two of them stood’ 
[B 338b7], /tais ‘the two of them went out’ [B 8805], and pyamttsait 
‘make for yourselves’ (dual) [B 295a9]. Given the neat phonological 
relationship between the actually attested duals and the second 
person plural (both imperative and preterite—i.e., -ysa : -s@ :: -yta : 
-ta), it seems very likely that the active dual for both second and third 
person is -ysa and, similarly, the middle dual is -yta for both. 


The only dual attested in Tocharian A, takenas ‘the two of them 
were’, also shows an -y-, i.e., /taka-y-/ and the -s characteristic of the 
corresponding form in Tocharian B. The -na- or -na- that lies 
between the more familiar pieces of the ending is, however, un- 
explained.32 


4.3 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PRESENT CLASSES: ATHE- 
MATIC PRESENTS. Proto-Tocharian inherited most of the varieties 
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of athematic presents to be seen in Proto-Indo-European, 
including root presents, reduplicated presents, presents in *-(n)eA-, 
and athematic nasal presents. Some of these varieties were still 
productive verbal formations in the contemporary Tocharian lan- 
guages, e.g., presents in *-eA- or *-neA-, while others, for instance 
reduplicated presents, were as moribund as can be. 


4.31 ATHEMATIC ROOT PRESENTS. This Proto-Indo-European 
class includes both indicatives and subjunctives (i.e., displaced indi- 
catives) in the two Tocharian languages. They form Krause and 
Thomas’ Class! presents and subjunctives, and the normal para- 
digm appears in such verbs as AB pdik- ‘lighten, illuminate’, A trank- 
‘to say’ or the Tocharian B subjunctive of yam- ‘to do, make’ 
(Table 15). 


TABLE 15 
CLASS | (PIE ATHEMATICS) 


oe TOCHARIAN B TOGHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. yamu palkam trankam 
2. yamt(o) péalkat trankat 
3. yamam palkas trankas 
Du.3. yamtem 3 
Pl. 1. yamem(o) 3 1 palkmaés ἱγᾶἠκηγᾶβ 
2. yamcer ὃ palkac 9 trankac 9 
3. 7 yamem palkific trankific 
(<*afic) 
MIDDLE Sg.1. yammar trankmar 
2. yamtar traniktar " 
3. yamtar tranktar 
Pl. 1. yamamt(t)ar trankamtar 
2. yamtar* trankcar ' 
3. yamantar trankantar 
acf. possibly nesau Ἱ am’. fcf. salpem ‘they glow’. 
Def. nest ‘thou art’, yat ‘thou goes?’ Ocf. yac ‘you go’, kackdc ‘you enjoy 
Ccf. nestem. yourselves’, cCampdc ‘you can’. 
dcf. nesem. Nef. $efrttajr ‘thou cries’. 
cf. nescer/neégcer, yacer. icf. Sercar (“Sert-car) ‘you cry’. 


The Tocharian B paradigm shows the extensive influence of the 
originally thematic endings with the thematic vowel -e- (sec- 
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tion 4.211), though relics of the phonologically expected forms 
appear in first pl. subj. ruwam ‘we will open’, third pl. subj. aim ‘they 
will give’, or third pl. ind. nesam ‘they are’. In the first person singular 
we sometimes see -au, €.g., Nesau ‘| am’ and sometimes -u, as 
always in the subjunctive, e.g., yoku ‘I will drink’. Only yam ‘I (will) go’ 
(both indicative and subjunctive) shows an ending directly compar- 
able with that of Tocharian A. 


In this archaic class we might expect to see traces of PIE ~e ~ 
*- ablaut, e.g., *bhlég-mi ~ *bhig-mé, but this seems to have been 
leveled everywhere—normally at the expense of the e-grade. Thus 
we have AB paik- ‘to lighten, illuminate’ from PIE *bhig- and not 
*plyak- or “palyk- (cf. Latin fulgor ‘| flash’ but Greek phlégo ‘| burn’) or 
B yam [A yam] ‘I (will) go’ from a pre-Tocharian *i-mi, replacing an 
earlier (PIE) *ey-mi.33 


4.32 ATHEMATIC REDUPLICATED PRESENTS. The only survivor of 
the Proto-Indo-European reduplicated presents is to be seen in 
one of the two Tocharian B subjunctives stems for the verb meaning 
‘to lay, set’, namely tatta-. This tatta- is from PIE *dhidhE- with the 
weak grade generalized as in the other root athematics (e.g., 
*dhidhEmi, etc.; for the phonology see section3.2). Tocharian A 
probably shows the same formation shorn of its anomalous, from the 
Tocharian point of view, reduplication in one of the two subjunctive 
stems to this verb: ta-.34 


In neither language is a full paradigm attested. In Tocharian B we 
find, besides the preterite participle tata}, and abstract tattalfie, only 
third person forms of the subjunctive: active tattam (sg./pl.) and 
middle tattatar (sg.) and tattantar (pl.). In Tocharian A the attestation 
is even more meager: a preterite participle to, the abstract talune, 
and a third person singular optative tawis. The only optative attested 
in Tocharian B is the synchronically irregular taccimar (first sg. 
middle). It would appear to be an old *dhE-iE- rebuilt with reduplica- 
tion, i.e., as if from PIE *dhidhEiE-. 


4.33 ATHEMATIC PRESENTS IN *eA-. This Proto-Indo-European 
variety of present appears as Krause and Thomas’ Class V presents 
and subjunctives in both Tocharian languages (Table 16). Examples 
include AB /aka- ‘to see’ (PIE *luk-eA-), which is indicative in A but 
subjunctive in B, or AB Suwa- ‘to eat’ (PIE *gyuH-eA-), which is 
indicative in A and both indicative and subjunctive in B (which, in this 
case, is the older situation). 
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TABLE 16 
CLASS V (PIE *-eA-) 


ae TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. Suwau 
2. a] Swat(o) 
3. Suwam 
Du.3. 
Pl. 1. | /ka $wam(o) 
2. | lka Swacer 
3. 7 Suwam 


MIDDLE Sg.1. ἢ lkamar* 
2. | /ka lkatar* 
3. | kata $watar lkatar 
Pl. 1. 5] τ Ikamtar* 
2. até lkacar* 
3. anta Swantar Ikantar 


acf. kyanamar Ἵ will be fulfilled’, Ad/amar Ἵ will be lead’, etc. 
bef. kalatar ‘thou wilt be lead’. 


Functionally Proto-Indo-European verbs in *-a- (*-eA-) fell into 
two classes: (1) denominatives (factatives), and (2) deverbatives. The 
second group was itself composed of two subgroups: (a) disyllabic 
verb roots whose last consonant was *-A [: Greek édran ‘he ran 
away’], and (b)new verb stems formed by the addition of an *a- 
(“-eA-) to a verb root [: Latin dicare ‘to consecrate’ versus dicere ‘to 
say’—in Proto-Indo-European terms “dik-eA- versus *deyk-e/o- -].35 


4.331 DENOMINATIVE VERBS (FACTATIVES) IN *-eA-. The Proto- 
Indo-European factatives show up in Tocharian usually as true 
denominatives formed from nominal stems (cf. the more usual 
Indo-European situation seen, residually, in Greek nean ‘to replow 
or more generally in Latin novare ‘to renew’ where the derivation is 
from adjectives). Without exception the base nouns for the Tocharian 
denominatives are PIE o-stems of the tomos type, e.g.,Bk/lenke 
‘vehicle’ + k/anka- ‘to ride, travel’. The only deadjectival formation, B 
swara- ‘to please’, is also based on an o-stem, B sware ‘sweet’ 
(PIE *swadros). This derivational process must have been productive 
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until fairly late in the history of Tocharian but it was apparently 
moribund by the time of our texts.36 The present stem formed by this 
process was subject from Proto-Tocharian times onward to being 
restricted to subjunctive use in the face of new, analogical, presents. 
These new presents were either Class lV (section 4.42) or Class VI 
(-na-, section 4.342), e.g., B klautke ‘manner, way’ > (Subj.) k/autka- 
‘to turn, become’ > (indic.) Klautko-, or skeye ‘effort’ + (subj.) skaya- 
‘to strive’ + (indic.) skaina-. 


4.332 DEVERBATIVE VERBS IN *-eA-. Of the deverbative a-stems 
in Tocharian, none is apparently of the first PIE subgroup where the 
root itself ended in -A (though see section 4.342). Thus all the de- 
verbative a-stems in Tocharian are derived, e.g., B kwa- ‘to call’ 
(PIE *@huH-eA- [: OCS hdvati ‘to call or Avestan zbatar ‘caller’] or A 
ksa- ‘to blind, dazzle’ (PIE *(z)gws-eA-, derived from *(z)gwes- ‘to 
extinguish’ [: AB kas- ‘to extinguish’ ).37 

It would appear that the *-a- could be added to roots containing 
either a full-grade (*-e-) or a zero-grade. In the first group we have 
B ana-sk- ‘to inhale, breathe’ (PIE *AenE-eA- [ske/o- ]), B ala-sk- ‘to 
be sick’ (PIE *Ael-eA- [ske/o- ]), cf. Hittite allaniya- ‘get (over)heated, 
hot’ [Berman and Hamp, 1982] ) and B iya- [A ya- by secondary apo- 
cope] ‘to lead’ (PIE */EJey-eA- [: Hittite iya- ‘to go, walk’]. Stems with 
zero-grade in the root include earlier examples (AB /aka-, AB 
Suwa-, B kwa-, A ksa-), as well as B twa- ‘to enkindle’ (PIE 
*dhu[H]-eA-)38 or B palwa- ‘to bemoan’ (PIE *bh/w-eA-). Indetermi- 
nate as to the root vowel are B piya- ‘to sing’ (PIE *p/eJy-eA-) or lyya- 
‘to wipe off (PIE */iH-eA- or *leyH-eA-). Outside of Tocharian the 
verbs with full-grade resemble Latin consternare ‘to reverse’ beside 
sternere ‘to turn’ as well as Hittite iya-, Luvian aya-, while the verbs 
with zero-grade are like Latin dicare or e-ducare ‘to teach’ beside 
ducere ‘to lead’.39 


It is generally assumed that this deverbative "ἃ had an iterative- 
intensive meaning in Proto-Indo-European. Such a meaning has 
become much attenuated in the surviving Tocharian examples, 
though where etymologically related verb stems remain, one 
extended by -a- and the other not, itis possible to see traces of such 
a semantic distinction, e.g., A kasa- ‘to blind, dazzle’ beside AB kdas- 
‘to extinguish’, or B iya- [A ya-] ‘to lead’ beside AB /- ‘to go’.40 


4.34 NASAL PRESENTS. In Late Proto-Indo-European there were 
three verbal stem formatives with a nasal: (1) an ablauting *~-ne- ~ *-n-, 
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infixed into roots of the PIE shape *CRC- (i.e., *CRneC- ~ *CRnC-); 
(2) the suffix *-neA- ~ -nA-; and (3) the suffix ~new- ~ *-nu-. In origin the 
latter two types are subsets of the first—formed by infixation from 
roots whose last consonants were *-A and *-w respectively. They 
had, however, become independent suffixes which could be added 
to other roots. All three types apparently shared the same semantic 
specification, possibly one of inchoative or terminative aspect, and 
were to a certain extent interchangeable. This interchangeability can 
be seen within a particular Indo-European language, e.g., the inter- 
change of -na- and -no- presents in Sanskrit or the variation of 
Tocharian B kattaénik-/kaétkna- ‘to pass by/through’, or by comparison 
between groups, e.g., Tocharian sikna- ‘to set foot’ but Greek hikano, 
hiknéomai ‘| come to, reach’, which are alternate thematicizations of 
a *-new- ~ *-nu- verb. Only the infixed variety and the *-neA- type 
survive in Tocharian. 


4.341 INFIXED NASAL PRESENTS. The inherited infixed type 
survives only in Tocharian B. Already in late Proto-Indo-European 
the nasal infix showed a particular affinity for roots ending in a velar 
consonant. In Tocharian B this affinity had become a rule; there is 
only one root which shows the infix and yet does not end in -k, 
namely pars- (i.e., prants- ‘to spatter’ [intr.]—cf. parsna- ‘to sprinkle’ 
{tr.]). The number of words showing a nasal infix was much in- 
creased by a Proto-Tocharian phonological metathesis of *-tkna- to 
*tnka-. The latter situation remained unchanged in Tocharian A, but 
in B these verbs were transferred to the athematic conjugation, 
thereby falling together completely with the inherited infixed group. 


The formation remains athematic in Tocharian B (with the zero- 
grade of the ablauting infix generalized as in Latin) but in almost 
every case we find the generalization of those thematic endings with 
-e- at the expense of the inherited athematic endings41 (see 
section 4.211). As an example of this type we can give the active 
conjugation of the present indicative of pik- ‘to write, paint (Table 17). 


TABLE 17 
CLASS VII (PIE NASAL INFIX) 


pinkau* pinkem(o)* 


pinkat . |pinkcer 
pinkam . |pinkem 8 


acf. rattarikem ‘they heal’, puttanikem ‘they share’. 
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4.342 NASAL PRESENT IN *-neA- ~ *-nA-. Proto-Indo-European 
*neA- ~ *-nA- verbs appear most obviously as -na- presents and sub- 
junctives (Class VII) in both Tocharian A and B (where the -na- repre- 
sents both PIE *-neA- and *-nA- when the latter was in an open sylla- 
ble). They are also to be seen in verbs of Class X: stems with B 
-nask- [A -nas-] show a relatively late addition of * -ske/o- to -na-. 
Those stems in B -nask- [A -nas-], however, show the result of an 
earlier addition of PIE *-ske/o- to the expected weak grade of the 
preceding suffix, i.e., -nA- ske/o-. We find a surely old example in B 
kanmask- [A kumnas-] ‘to come’ from PIE *gwm-nA- ske/o-. In the 
later history of Tocharian (both A and B) the -nas(k)- and -nas(k)- had 
become independent endings. 


Besides the regular -na-, Tocharian A shows two phonologically 
induced subclasses. The first results from the metathesis of *-tkna- to 
*tnka- [A -taénka-]. In these verbs, then, the suffixed -n- appears sec- 
ondarily infixed. In the second group the PTch *-na- appears as -na- 
by phonologically regular shortening after syllables containing PTch 
*~e- or *a-, e.g., A skenas ‘he strives’ from PTch *skey-na- [B 
skaina-] (see section 3.18). In Tocharian B, on the other hand, we 
find a secondary differentiation of -na- (both indicative and subjunc- 
tive) and -ana- (only indicative)— see section 3.19. In both languages 
-na- is secondarily much extended to distinguish presents (in -na-) 
from subjunctives (in -a-) in those verbs in -a- which originally did not 
differentiate the two.42 


As an example of this type Table 18 gives the present indicative 
of AB tark- ‘to release, forgive’. 


4.4 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PRESENT CLASSES: THEMATIC. 
That dialect of late Proto-Indo-European which gave rise to 
Tocharian appears to have had four principle present formations 
involving the thematic vowel: (1) the verbal root plus *e/o-; (2) the 
verb root plus *-ye/o-; (3) the verb root plus *-se/o-; and (4) the verb 
root plus *-ske/o-. It would appear that all of the “compound” thema- 
tic formations (i.e., *ye/o-, *se/o-, and *-ske/o-) remained productive 
as formatives with iterative-intensive meaning for a long time in 
pre-Tocharian and later took on causative meaning. Because of 
their separate semantic and functional history, they will be treated 
independently (section 4.5). The deverbative suffix *ye/o- did not 
remain productive in Tocharian itself, however, unlike the situation in 
most other Indo-European groups. However, as a maker of denomi- 
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TABLE 18 
CLASS VI (PIE *-neA-) 


ae TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


tarkanau tarnam (*tarknam) 8 
tarkanat tarnat © 
tarkanam tarnas 


tarnamas* 
tarnac © 
tarnenc 


tarkanam 
tarkanacer 
tarkanam 


acf. karsnam ‘| know’. 
cf. karsnat ‘thou knowest’, skenat ‘thou triest’, knanat ‘thou knowest’. 
Ccf. karsnac ‘you know’. 


natives it evidently was viable for some time (sections 4.431 and 
4.432). 


4.41 SIMPLE THEMATICS. The unadorned thematic formation, the 
PIE type *bhere/o-, is well represented in Tocharian, both as pres- 
ents and as relegated subjunctives (often replaced as presents by 
stems in *-s(k)e/o-). Nevertheless, they are as a type less dominant 
in Tocharian than they are in most other branches of Indo-Euro- 
pean. Intra-Tocharian evidence allows us to set up three subtypes 
on the basis of the root vowel ablaut: (1)with PIE e-grade (PIE 
*bhere/o- Tocharian AB péra/e- ‘to bear, carry’); (2) with PIE o- 
grade,43 e.g., A ken- ‘to call or B kes- ‘to extinguish’ ([as if] from PIE 
*(z)gwose/o-); and (3) with PIE 6-grade (compare Latin cédere ‘to 
go, proceed’ for the type). Included in this last group are some old 
*-se/o- presents with -6- where the -s- has long been extended to the 
entire root, e.g., A pros- ‘to be ashamed’ ([as if] from PIE *préwse/o- 
‘to burn (with shame)’ or B klyaus- [A klyos-] ‘to hear’ (PIE 
*kléwse/o-). As an example of all three subtypes we may cite, in 
Table 19, the paradigm of this last verb. (This is Krause and 
Thomas’ Class II.) 


4.42 SIMPLE THEMATICS WITH GENERALIZED *-o-: CLASSES Ill 
AND IV. Another type of simple thematic is found conjugated only in 
the middle. In classical terminology these verbs are deponents, and 
they show a generalization of the o-grade of the thematic vowel.44 
They are in origin nothing more than the old third person singular 
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TABLE 19 
CLASS II (PIE SIMPLE THEMATICS) 


fd TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


klyausau ὃ klyosam ἷ 
klyaust(o) © klyost! 
klyausam klyos * 
klyausem(o) © klyosamas | 
klyauscer © klyosac (Ὁ) ™ 


klyausem klyosefic " 


klyausemar © klyosmar 9 
klyaustar ἷ klyostar © 
klyaustar klyostar 
klyausemt(t)ar 9 klyosamtar 9 
klyaustar ἢ klyoSsar* (Ὁ) 
klyausentar klyosantar ° 


acf. katkau ‘| enjoy myself’, samau ‘I sit’, Sayau Ἵ live’, etc. 

Def. campat ‘thou canst’, Sait ‘thou livest’, $4mt(o) ‘thou comest’. 

Ccf. haskem ‘we direct, require’, cimpem [sic] ‘we can’. 

def. parcer ‘you bear’, campcer ‘you can’. 

&cf. haskemar ‘| seek after’, yarsemar ‘| honor’, aikemar Ἵ know’, 
Saukemar ‘| am called’. 

fcf. ai$tar ‘thou knowest’, tastar ‘thou settest’. 

Scf. yirsemtar ‘we honor’. 

hef. fiastar ‘thou seekest after’. 

icf. yoam ‘| do’, nasam ‘| am’. 

icf. kenat ‘thou callest’, Sot ‘lives’. 

kcf. kendg ‘he calls’, pafiwds ‘extends’, etc. 

lcf. nasamdas. 

Mcf. Smac ‘you come’. 

cf. ypefic ‘they do,’ triwefic ‘mix’. 

Ocf. ypamar. 

Pef. pagtar ‘thou art guarded’. 

Ocf. yoamtar, pahwamtra, pramtar ‘we are carried’. 

‘cf. ypantar, triwantar, kenant€ar, etc. 


(thematic) middle in *-o (e.g., PIE *dhughd) to which the originally 
athematic middle endings have been added (Watkins, 1969:77). This 
variety of thematic middle is probably older than that illustrated for 
klyaus- [A klyos-] ,where the (PIE) thematic vowel varies between *-e- 
and *-o- on the model of the active. At least as far as pre-Tocharian 
is concerned, the newer *-e/o- middle replaced the older *-o- middle 
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where the middie was in paradigmatic alternative with an active but 
not when there was no active equivalent. The preservation of this o- 
grade middle may be a significant isogloss which Tocharian shares 
with Hittite, Germanic (Jasanoff, 1973) and Baltic (where the o- 
grade of the thematic vowel is generalized even in the active 
[Watkins, 1969:213] ). 


in Proto-Tocharian this class, with the thematic vowel always 
*9-, was split into two by Mutual Rounding (section 3.16). Those 
verbs with a root vowel other than PTch *-a- preserve the thematic 
vowel as B -e- [A -a-] (Class lll), while those verbs with PTch *-a- as 
a root vowel show the thematic vowel as B -o- [A -a-] (Class IV). This 
new class, Class|IV, was used already in Proto-Tocharian to form 
the present stems to certain old denominatives in -a- where the pres- 
ent was not originally distinguished from the subjunctive (e.g., pres- 
ent B pautotér ‘he flatters’ [A potataér], subjunctive pautatar [A 
potataér]). As examples of the paradigms of ClassesIll and IV we 
may cite (Table 20) those of AB trik- ‘to become confused’ (Class III) 
and AB as- ‘to become dry’ (Class IV). 


One should note the regular loss of the thematic vowel in Class IV 
in Tocharian A where it is in an open syllable between two “strong” 
vowels (see section3.18) and also the analogical lack of a-umlaut 
of the thematic vowel B-e- [A -a-]. 


4.43 THEMATIC PRESENTS IN PIE *-ye/o-. As was the case with 
the *a- (“eA-) verbs, there were two kinds of *ye/o- verbs in late 
Proto-Indo-European and in Proto-Tocharian: deverbatives and 
denominatives. The deverbatives remain as a distinguishable class 
only in the Tocharian B ClassIV subjunctives (with the Tocharian 
stem vowel -i-), e.g., kalypitsi ‘to steal’. Tocharian A lacks this variety 
of subjunctive altogether. In both languages deverbative ye/o-stems 
appear as a subset of Class!l presents with the *-y- transferred to 
the root, e.g., B kery- [A kary-] ‘to laugh’. The denominatives may 
also appear in Tocharian B as Class|V subjunctives, e.g., B Seritsi 
‘to hunt’ from Serwe ‘hunter’,45 but show up most obviously in both 
languages as Class ΧΙΙ presents and subjunctives, that is, those 
*-ye/o- presents to old n-stems, e.g., B /arefif- ‘to love’ from /are (pl. 
laren) ‘dear’. 


4.431 DEVERBATIVE *-ye/o- PRESENTS. Like verbs with the “un- 
compounded” thematic vowel, the deverbatives in *ye/o- may be 
classified on the basis of root ablaut, that is, whether the root shows 
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TABLE 20 
CLASSES III AND IV 


= TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


trikemar® osomar?  |trikamar* — asmar" 
. | triketar osotar © trikatar' — astar' 
. | triketar osotar trikatar asatar ! 


trikamta* asamtar 
trikacar* asacar 
trikantar 5 asantar 


trikemt(t)ar Ὁ osomt(t)ar* 
triketar* osotar 
trikentér° osontar 


k 


acf. maskemar ‘| am/find myself’, tsremar ‘| separate myself (from)’. 

bef. rittemtaér ‘we bind ourselves (to)’. 

Ccf. prutkentar ‘they are locked up’, maskentar, matstsentar ‘they starve’, 
etc. 

def. korpomar ‘| climb down’, kloyomar ‘| fall’, klautkomar Ἵ turn, 
become’. 

€cf. klaiksotar ‘thou witherest’. 

fca. maskatar ‘thou art/ findest thyself’, yutkatar ‘thou worriest’. 

σοί. madskantrd, triwantar ‘they mix’. 

Nef. praskmar ‘I fear’. 

icf. artar (<*art-tar) ‘thou lovest’, p/anttar ‘art delighted’. 

icf. klawat€r ‘he falls’, praskatar ‘fears’, etc. 

kcf. Alawantar, praskantér, etc. 


zero-grade, e-grade, or o-grade. Thus we have the (Class ll) 
present AB kdaly- ‘to stand’ from PIE *kI(E)-ye/o- [: Lithuanian kelid ‘| 
raise up’, with a different ablaut grade] or the Class IV subjunctive B 
wsitsi ‘to abide’ (as if) from PIE *us-ye/o- showing PIE zero-grade, 
the ClassIV subjunctive, B kalypitsi ‘to steal from PIE *klep-ye/o- 
[: Greek k/épto ‘| steal’] with e-grade or the (Classll) present B 
mely- [A malyw-] ‘to grind’ from PIE *molw-ye/o- [: Gothic ga-malwjan 
‘id.] and B kery- [A kary-] ‘to laugh’ from PIE *ghor-ye/o- [: Greek 
khairo ‘| rejoice’, with a different ablaut grade]. In this last verb, 
though classified as a ClasslIl present by Krause and Thomas, the 
*y- is still restricted to the present, since we find both Tocharian B 
past participle, kKekeru, and the corresponding causative, kerastra, 
without it. 


Theoretically, the Class Il presents ending in (PIE) *-ye/o- and the 
Class IV subjunctives of Tocharian B should have the same conjuga- 
tion, since they have the same origin. Being sure on this question is 
difficult, since neither group is well represented in the surviving texts. 
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The fragmentary remains, however, strongly suggest that there are 
differences between the Class Il presents and the ClassIV subjunc- 
tives. Apparently the same kind of differentiation we found among the 
na-verbs, i.e., -4na- beside -ana-, exists among the ye/o-verbs. 
We find both -aya/e- beside -aya/é-. There is a difference, however. 
Among the na-verbs, -ana- appears largely in the Tocharian pres- 
ent and never in the subjunctive, while -dya/e- appears exclusively in 
the subjunctive and never in the present. The two slightly different 
conjugations that resulted from this difference in stress placement 
are illustrated by Tocharian B mely- ‘to grind’ (active) and kaly- ‘to 
stand’ (middie) for the ClassIl presents and by wds- ‘to abide’ 
(active) and akl- ‘to learn’ (middle) for the ClassIV subjunctives 
(Table 21).46 


TABLE 21 
CLASS Il PRESENTS/CLASS IV SUBJUNCTIVES 
(PIE *-ye/o-) 


CLASS II CLASS IV 
PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE 


ACTIVE Sg.1. | melyau* wsiyau 
. | melyat* [A malywat] wsit(o)* 

melyim (but melyan-ne) wasim 
melyem(o)* wsiyem* 

melycer wsicer 


melyem wsiyem 


klyemar* [but A kalymar] 

kaltar* 

kaltar [A kalytar] aklyitar 
klyemt(t)ar 

kaltar* 

klyentar [A klyantar] akliyentar 


4.432 DENOMINATIVE *-ye/o- PRESENTS. Denominative *-ye/o 
verbs are to be found synchronically in Tocharian B subjunctives of 
Class IV and in both A and B in presents and subjunctives of 
Class XII. Of the few Class IV subjunctives attested in Tocharian B, 
only one is indubitably a denominative, Seritsi ‘to hunt (as if) from 
PIE *ghwérwe-ye/o- (cf. B Serwe ‘hunter’ from PIE *ghwérwos 
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[: Greek thér ‘(wild) animal]. Insofar as one can tell, such denomina- 
tives are conjugated exactly like the deverbatives of the same class. 


More abundant are denominatives in *-ye/o- built on stems end- 
ing in *-n-, e.g., B. larefinentar ‘they love’ from PTch *Jaren-yale- (cf. 
B lare [pl. /aref] ‘dear’). In both languages this originally denomina- 
tive formation in *-n-ye/o- has been extended to “primary” verbs. In 
other words, it is synchronically also a deverbative suffix. Indeed, it 
is with such deverbative stems as B mantanf- ‘to hurt or A Sewihh- 
‘to yawn’ that we find the fullest paradigmatic evidence for this conju- 
gation type (Table 22).47 


TABLE 22 
CLASS ΧΙ! (PIE *-nye/o-) 


[ TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. mantafinau* 
᾿ mantant(o)* 
mantam 
mantannen* 
mantancer 
mantahiem 


MIDDLE Sg.1. mantafhinemar Sewifimar 
2. méantantar ἃ Sewiftar (-imtar)* 
3. mantantar Sewihtar (-imtar) 
Pl. 1. mantahnhemt(tar Sewihnhamtar 
2. | mantantar © Sewificar 


3. mantannentar Sewifnantar 


acf. tserentar ‘thou deceivest’, afimantar ‘wishest’, winantar ‘pleasest’. 
bef. tserentar ‘you deceive’. 


4.5 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN ITERATIVE-INTENSIVES. Pro- 
to-Indo-European appears to have been prodigious in the number 
and variety of verbal formations that were iterative-intensive in 
meaning. The most widespread of these formations were the familiar 
*Co(C)C-eyel/o- and *C(e)(C)C-ske/o- types, both of which are repre- 
sented, at least residually, in most branches of Indo-European. 
Tocharian is atypical in lacking any sure example of the first class 
(the closest it comes are formations of the type *Co(C)C-ye/o- as in 
B mely- [A malyw-] ‘to grind’ and B kery- [A kary-] ‘to laugh’), but 
verbs in *-ske/o- form a very productive category, and they are 
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joined by verbs in *-se/o-, a formation not as well represented out- 
side Tocharian.48 


It would appear that at some stage of pre-Tocharian there was, 
potentially at least, an iterative-intensive in either *-ske/o- or * -selo- 
beside most presents. In certain cases this iterative-intensive im- 
pinged on the original present, either replacing it entirely or relegat- 
ing it to subjunctive use. The former situation can be exemplified by 
B nask- ‘to bathe (intr.), swim’ where the -sk- now forms part of the 
root and appears in the preterite and preterite participle as well as in 
the present (and in the formally identical subjunctive). The 
unextended root is to be found in Latin nare ‘to swim’ or in Sanskrit 
snati ‘he bathes’ (intr.). The other situation is seen in the stem /uk- ‘to 
illuminate’, where the present is formed (as if) from PIE *lukse/o- 
while the subjunctive is the older simple thematic present 
*lewke/o-.49 


Like the formative *Co(C)C-eye/o- in Germanic and Indo-Iranian, 
the Tocharian iterative-intensives in *_s(k)e/o- most often assumed 
a causative meaning (but see fn. 10)—thereby adding a new dimen- 
sion to the verb in this branch of Indo-European. What the mecha- 
nism was that led some at least of the early Tocharian iterative- 
intensives to be interpreted as causatives is not clear, but the conse- 
quent rearrangement of the Tocharian verbal system is one of the 
most salient of the morphological characteristics of this branch of 
Indo-European. 


The major innovation suffered by this system in the later lan- 
guages lies in Tocharian A’s loss of *-ske/o- as a stem formative dis- 
tinct from *-se/o- .. This loss results from the phonological merger of 
PIE *-se- and *-ske- by way of Proto-Tocharian *-sa- and *-ssa- (still 
preserved as such in Tocharian B) to Tocharian A -s- by the general 
loss of gemination in that language. Though PIE *-so- and *-sko- 
would have remained distinct in Tocharian A as -sa- and “-ska-, the 
loss of contrast in the crucial third person singular led, by Watkins’ 
Law, to the loss of contrast elsewhere in the paradigm. Tocharian B 
has innovated only in the creation of a new suffix, -ask-, with fixed ini- 
tial stress as a productive causative suffix. The difference in stress is 
particularly noticeable in those verbs which are already character- 
ized by -sk- in their non-causative present, e.g., B tanmask- ‘to be 
born’ but tanmask- ‘to beget. Sample paradigms for PIE *-se/o- 
(Class VIII) are provided in Table 23 by B er- [A ar-] ‘to evoke’ and in 
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TABLE 23 
CLASS VIII (PIE *-se/o-) 


ad TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. ersau 8 arsam 4 


erst(o) Ὁ arast 
ersam aras 
ersem(o)* arsamas © 
erscer* aras ' 


ersem arsenc 


ersemar © arasmar* 


MIDDLE Sg. 1. 


2. erstar* arastar 

3. erstar arastar 
Pl. 1. ersemt(t)ar arsamtar 

2. erstar* arassar* 


3. ersentar arsantar 


acf. preksau ‘| ask’, tsaksau ‘| burn’ (tr.), raksau ‘I cover’. 

bef. prekst ‘thou askest’, ndkst ‘destroyest’, tsamst ‘growest’ (tr). 
Ccf. plansemar ‘| come up for sale’. 

dcf. esam Ἱ give’, kosam Ἱ kill’. 

€cf. tasamdas ‘we set’, lantsamas ‘we go out’. 

fcf. watka$ ‘you command’. 


Table 24 for PIE *-ske/o- (Classes XI and X) by tanmask-/tanmask- in 
Tocharian B only. 


In Proto-Tocharian itself the originally present stem formative 
*ske/o- had been extended to the preterite (and imperative) under 
the form *-sk-é- [B -ssa-, A -sa-] as a convenient way of creating a 
preterite to certain causative stems. Since causatives in *-ske/o- nor- 
mally did not distinguish present from subjunctive, it is not surprising 
that the *-ske/o- suffix should find itself extended to the imperative, 
which more often than not shared the same stem as the subjunctive. 


4.6 THE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PERFECT. Unlike the case of 
the PIE present, where both late Proto-Indo-European and Tochar- 
ian show manifold possibilities of stem formation, the PIE perfect 
shows essentially a single type of formation. As if to make up for this 
paucity of types, the single perfect shows up in Tocharian playing a 
larger variety of functional roles with more rebuilt formal guises than 
any present. As we have already seen (see section 4.1), a Proto- 
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TABLE 24 
CLASSES IX AND X (PIE *-ske/o-) 
[TOCHARIAN B] 


NON- 


ACTIVE Sg.1. tanmaskau # 
tanmast Ὁ 
tanmassam 
tanmaskem © 
tanmaéscer 4 
tanmaskem 


MIDDLE Sg.1. | taénmaskemar ' tanmaskemar 9 
2. | tanmastar tanmastar ἷ 
3. | tanmastar tanmastar 


ΡΙ. 1. 
2, 
3. 


tanmaskemit(t)ar j 
tanmastar 
tanmaskentar 


tanmaskemt(t)ar 9 
tanmastar " 
tanmaskentar 


acf. prutkaskau ‘| lock up’, rittaskau ‘| bind’, etc. 

bef. nust (< *nuwast) ‘thou raisest a roar’, watkast ‘commandest, etc. 

Ccf. Andskem ‘we breathe’. 

dcf. watkdscer. 

&cf. tsarwdskemar ‘| am consoled’. 

fcf. $4nmastar ‘thou art bound’. 

Ocf. dndskemtdar ‘we are breathed in’. 

Nef. Sanmastar ‘you are bound’. 

icf. yamaskemar ‘| am made’, yaskaskemar ‘| beg’. 

icf. enkaskemittar ‘we grip’, yamaskemtar ‘we are made’, rinaskemttér 
‘we let go’. 


Indo-European perfect (with o-grade in the singular and zero- 
grade in the dual and plural and, at least as far as Tocharian is con- 
cerned, without a trace of reduplication)50 may be expected in 
Proto-Tocharian as a subjunctive (or imperative) or as a 
preterite.51 


4.61 THE PIE PERFECT AS ATHEMATIC SUBJUNCTIVE. It is in the 
athematic subjunctive of Class | that we see the old PIE perfect most 
Clearly. It is here that the Indo-European ablaut is most regularly 
preserved, unobscured by phonological or analogical influences.52 
As an example of this paradigm we may cite (Table 25) the 
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Tocharian B subjunctive of park- ‘to ask’. (The Tocharian A evidence 
is too fragmentary to provide anything like a complete paradigm.) 
The optative built from these subjunctives may be old, but the whole 
of the middle, where it exists, are later analogical developments. 


TABLE 25 
CLASS | (ATHEMATIC) SUBJUNCTIVE 


= SUBJUNCTIVE OPTATIVE 


preku 
prekt(o) 8 
prekam 


parkam(o) Ὁ parsiyem* 
parkcer* parsicer* 
parkam parsyem 


acf. ait ‘thou wilt give’, yamt ‘wilt do’. 

Def. ruwdm ‘we will open’. 

Ccf. yapim ‘| might open’. 

Ocf. klifiem (<*klifyem) ‘they had to’, placyem ‘they might 
pour forth’. 


4.62 THE PIE PERFECT AS a-SUBJUNCTIVE. This same per- 
fect/subjunctive formation is to be seen, if somewhat less obviously, 
in certain subjunctives of Class V (a-subjunctives). These are 
nothing more than regular Class! subjunctives with the addition of 
the nearly ubiquitous subjunctive marker -a-. (Subjunctives in -a- are 
overwhelmingly more numerous than any other variety.) Normally, 
the original system of PIE ablaut remains intact, though with the 
addition of -a-, PTch *-e- is affected by a-umlaut (Cowgill, 
1967:171-181). An example of this formation is provided by the sub- 
junctive paradigm of AB tark- ‘to release’. The optatives to such sub- 
junctives are formed to the zero-grade stem (as in Class! opta- 
tives). In Tocharian A the -a- of the subjunctive, if ever present, is 
truncated before the optative endings—all of which begin with -/-. In 
Tocharian B, on the other hand, the -a- of the subjunctive stem does 
not truncate but rather combines with the optative -i- as -oy- 
(Table 26).53 


This subvariety of Class V subjunctive, in Tocharian B at least, is 
unusual in that it has fixed initial stress in all forms of the subjunctive 
and optative.54 This characteristic distinguishes it from those Class V 
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TABLE 26 
ABLAUTING CLASS V SUBJUNCTIVES (PIE "64. 
[TOCHARIAN B] 


ἘΝ TOCHARIAN Β | TOCHARIAN A 


SUBJUNCTIVE Sg. 1. | tarkau tarkam 
. | tarkat 8 tarkat ¢ 
. |tarkam tarkas ° 
Pl. 1. |tarkam tarkamas 
tarkacer tarkac 


f 


tarkam Ὁ tarkeric 9 


OPTATIVE Sg. 1. | tarkoym tarkim " 
tarkoyt © tarkit' 
. | tarkoy tarkis ! 
Pl. 1. | tarkoyem* tarkimas* 
tarkoycer* tarkic* 
tarkoyem (tarkom) | tarkific * 


acf. karpat ‘thou wilt climb down’, kalat ‘wilt lead’, etc. 

Def. takam ‘they will be’, yukam ‘they will overcome’, etc. 

Ccf. nukoyt ‘thou mightest swallow’. 

dcf. katkat ‘thou wilt pass over’, yokat ‘wilt prevail’, Jawat ‘wilt send’. 
€cf. katkas, krasas ‘he will know’, klesas ‘he will sleep’. 

icf. kalkamas ‘we will go’, karsamds ‘we will know’. 

Ocf. kalkefic, katkefic, etc. 

Nef. kalkim ‘| might go’, tsitim ‘| might touch’. 

icf. kalkit. 

icf. kalkis, klisis ‘he might sleep’, etc. 

kef. karsific ‘they might know’, tsd/pific ‘they might be freed’, etc. 


subjunctives derived from deverbative presents in -a-, e.g., /aka- ‘to 
see’ (section 4.332) or those derived ultimately from aorist stems 
(section 4.76), which generally have stressed fixed on the -a-. 
Another variety of Class V subjunctives, existing in both languages, is 
probably also derived from the PIE perfect. This second subvariety 
shows the generalization of the o-grade (subject, of course, to a- 
umlaut) to all forms of the subjunctive and optative. It too shows fixed 
initial stress in Tocharian B. An example is the subjunctive of AB pik- 
‘to paint, write’, shown in Table 27. 


4.63 THE PIE PERFECT AS IMPERATIVE IN TOCHARIAN. Among 
Tocharian imperative formations there are those which correspond 
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TABLE 27 
NON-ABLAUTING CLASS V SUBJUNCTIVES 
(PIE *-eA-) [TOCHARIAN B] 


eas TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


pekam Ὁ 
pekat 
pekas 
pekamas 
pekac 


pekefic 


pekim 
pekit 
pekis 
pekimas 
pekic 
paikoyem (paikom) pekifc 


aThe Tocharian B paradigm is wholly reconstructed. The group is not attested 
outside of a few non-finite forms and afew middle forms from some nine 
verb roots (/up- ‘smear’, pik- ‘write’, rak- ‘cover’, kwas- ‘bewail’, nitt- ‘break 
down’, pdl- ‘praise’, swas- ‘rain’, skdr- ‘blame’, tsik- ‘shape’). 

bLikewise, no active forms are attested in Tocharian A, cf. the passive pekatra 
‘it will be painted’. 


to the two kinds of subjunctive just discussed (section 4.62). Like 
them, they are synchronic manifestations of the old Proto-Indo- 
European perfect. Analogous to the a-subjunctive built on an ablaut- 
ing perfect are the a-imperatives (Class 1) built on the same ablaut- 
ing base, e.g., the imperatives of AB tark- ‘to release’ or AB kdi- ‘to 
bring’ (Table 28). 


Likewise, Corresponding to Class! subjunctives without the added 
-a-, we find Class Ill imperatives. Here, however, like the correspond- 
ing preterites (see section 4.641), the middle forms show the added 
suffix -sa-. The best example of this group is provided by the impera- 
tive to AB tas- ‘to lay, set’ (or the Tocharian A active of imperatives 
such as tark- —see fn. 55). The imperative for this particular verb is 
not matched by an analogous subjunctive, but we should note the 
Class Ill preterite (third. sg.) tessa, which is also to be derived from a 
PIE perfect (Table 29). 
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TABLE 28 
CLASS | (-a-) IMPERATIVES 


Ld TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A55 

ACTIVE Sg.2. | (p)tarka pkala ptark — pkal 4 
Pl. 2. | ptarkaso (p)kalas_ | ptarkas péaklas 

MIDDLE Sg.2. pkalar paklar 
Pl. 2. pkalat paklac © 


Actually written pp kal. 


bef. patskac ‘burn!, purpac ‘enjoy, palkac 566". 


TABLE 29 
CLASS III (-s-) IMPERATIVES 


a TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A55 
ACTIVE Sg.2. (p)tes ptas (cf. ptark) 
PI. 2. ptasso ptas* (cf. ptarkas) 


MIDDLE Sg.2. ptassar patstsar (/patassar/) 
Pl. 2. ptassat patstsac (/patassac/) 


4.64 THE PIE PERFECT AS TOCHARIAN PRETERITE. Where the 
PIE perfect remained non-modal in the new Tocharian preterite 
category, it suffered one of two fates. When it did not take the ubiqui- 
tous -a- as a tense sign (this time as the sign of the preterite rather 
than subjunctive), it became hopelessly entangled with the PIE sig- 
matic aorist. Where it did take the -a-, it tended to become con- 
founded with the a-aorist. 


4.641 AS A CLASS Ill PRETERITE WITH NO SUFFIXAL -a-. Those 
PIE perfects which did not take the preterital -a- became amalga- 
mated with the sigmatic aorist. As Van Windekens (1982:160) per- 
ceptively notes, the source of the conflation must have been the 
identical outcome in Proto-Tocharian of PIE *-o- and *-e- after a 
non-palatalizing consonant. Thus a PIE perfect *prok- (cf. Sanskrit 
papraccha) and *orek-, characteristic of the -(i)s-aorist (cf. Sanskrit 
apraksam), would both give PTch *prek-.56 The ultimate distribution 
of perfect and sigmatic aorist forms was that the latter are to be 
found throughout the middle, while the former are seen in the active, 
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with the exception of the third person singular. This pivotal member 
of the paradigm shows characteristics of both types. All forms with 
-s- are extended by -a-. Winter points out (p.c.) that in Tocharian A 
we have a generalization of (PIE) *e. That is, we always have palatali- 
zation wherever possible (even in a form like crankas ‘he used to 
say’, where it could not be original). Tocharian B shows (PIE) "δ᾽ only 
in a limited subclass of verbs of motion (e.g., /yautsa ‘he drove 
[someone] off’). 


An example of this type of preterite is the (AB) verb park- ‘to ask’ 
(Table 30). One should compare, for Tocharian B at least, the 
conjugation of the corresponding subjunctive (see section 4.61), 
which provides a much more faithful formal representative of its 
Proto-Indo-European ancestor. 


4.642 TOCHARIAN “CLASS III” PRETERITES WITHOUT -sa-. In ad- 
dition to the regular Class Ill preterites in Tocharian A, there is a 
small class of verbs that form middle preterites that look like Class 
lll preterites without the characteristic -sa. They are naka(n)t both 
third and singular and plural ‘he/they perished’, tam&(n)t ‘he/they 
were born’, pakat ‘it cooked’ (intr.), lyoka(n)t ‘he/they were illumi- 
nated’, and tsakat ‘he burned?’ (intr.).57 The history of these Tochar- 
ian A preterites (Tocharian B shows nothing analogous) is disputed. 
Krause and Thomas (1960:247) suggest that they are PIE perfects 
which have become contaminated with old root aorist middles. 
(Since the plural shows the same ablaut grade as the singular, we 
must assume leveling.) Watkins (1962:72), on the other hand, takes 
the singular to be a past participle in *-to- just as Old Irish at-bath ‘he 
died’ is from PIE "σννΑ-ἰό- ‘gone’. The third person plural then would 
be formed to the third person singular, since the participle in -to (with 
the loss of final -s) was identical to the normal third person middle 
ending. 

The trouble with Krause and Thomas’ theory of contamination, as 
Watkins points out, is that middle root aorists are extremely reces- 
sive in the various Indo-European dialects, and it seems unlikely 
that Tocharian A would preserve a whole class of them and yet have 
no examples of active root aorists. On the other hand, Watkins’ ex- 
planation, while semantically impeccable and paralleled in other 
Indo-European languages, is formally impossible. A PIE *nek-to- 
‘perished’, “pekw-to- ‘ripe’, etc., would have given Tocharian A “kat 
or “pkat, while a PIE *nek-to- would have given Tocharian A “nkat. A 
Tocharian A -a- can come only from PIE *-o- or *-@-; the lack of pala- 
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TABLE 30 
CLASS III (-s-) PRETERITES 


ee ee 
ACTIVE Sg.1. prekwa # prakwa 
prekasta ὃ prakast ' 
preksa prakas 
prekam © prakmas ! 
prekas 4 prakas* 


prekar prakar Κ 


parksamai 9 prakse ! 
parksatai ἷ praksate ™ 
parksate 9 praksat 
parksamt(t)e © praksamat " 
parksat* praksac 9 


parksante praksant 
acf. nekwa ‘I destroyed’, kawwa ‘killed’, yonwa («*yonmwéa) ‘entered’. 
bef. kesasta ‘thou extinguishedst’, kelasta ‘bore’, nekasta, etc. 

Ccf. kawam ‘we killed’. 

dcf. fautso ‘thou came out’. 

cf. temtsamai ‘| was born’, nemtsamai ‘ben? (intr.), ersamai ‘evoked’. 
fcf. ersatai ‘thou evokedst,, rintsatai ‘gave up’. 

cf. tassdate ‘he was set’, neksate ‘he was destroyed’, ersate, etc. 

hef. temtsamte, rintsamte. 

icf. yamast ‘thou didst’, lyockast ‘thou madest become’. 

icf. wdlma[s] ‘we died’. 

kef. οἄπιρᾶγ ‘they could’, yamar ‘they did’, etc. 

cf. yamtse Ἱ did’, rise ‘I gave up’, tse Ἱ set myself’. 

Mcf. risate, tsate. 

Ncf. naksdmat ‘we destroyed’. 

Ocf. yamtsac ‘you did’. 


talization would indicate a PIE *nok- rather than *nek-, and such a 


form is surely a perfect. 


It would seem that at that period of Proto-Tocharian when old 
perfects (which probably did not have corresponding middles) that 
were still preterites in function were being rebuilt so as to bring 
together form with the newly redefined function, there was a choice. 
Either they could rebuild on the model of the sigmatic aorists (either 
active or middle) or, if they were clearly middle in meaning, the 
speaker of Proto-Tocharian could simply add the productive middle 
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endings directly to the old “active” perfect, e.g., PTch *neka (PIE 
*noke) + PTch *nekda-te giving A nakat. This second option was either 
not taken or soon given up in Tocharian B. 


4.643 PIE PERFECTS AS CLASS | PRETERITES. Given that we find 
descendants of the PIE perfect among those Class V subjunctives 
with suffixal -a-, we would expect to find certain Class | preterites, 
also characterized by suffixal -a-, whose antecedents were PIE 
perfects. We would expect to find ablauting Class! preterites corre- 
sponding to the ablauting Class V subjunctives and Class| preterites 
with the PIE *o-grade generalized. Our expectations are only par- 
tially fulfilled. Just as the preterites of Class Ill show a tendency to 
restrict ablaut by generalizing either the full or weak grade, Class] 
preterites show the complete elimination of ablaut. Where ablaut was 
eliminated in favor of the zero-grade, an old perfect with suffixed -a- 
became completely identical with an a-aorist and is therefore not 
recoverable as a perfect by internal reconstruction. Where ablaut 
was frozen in the o-grade, however, it is possible to recover a 
pre-Tocharian perfect. An example of such a preterite is to be seen 
in B pik- ‘to write, paint (Table 31).59 Compare the corresponding 
subjunctive in section 4.62. 


4.7 THE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN AORIST. Of the non-modal 
categories of Proto-Indo-European which have Tocharian re- 
flexes, the one whose history is least easy to trace is the aorist. 
Proto-Indo-European showed several different aorist formations, 
most of which were formally indistinguishable from present stems. 
The distinction between present and aorist was functional rather than 
formal; a formation which served as a present with one root might be 
an aorist for another because it was paired up with a very different 
present formation. This state of affairs, plus the purely Tocharian 
innovations and rearrangements whereby the PIE perfect and aorist 
assumed essentially identical functional roles, whether it was a pret- 
erite or subjunctive/imperative, have further obscured the fragile 
unity of the PIE aorist. Nevertheless, Tocharian provides some evi- 
dence for such major PIE aorist formations as the sigmatic aorist, 
the athematic root aorist, the reduplicated aorist, and the thematic 
aorist. 


Of overwhelming importance for the history of both the Tocharian 
preterite and subjunctive/imperative categories was a subset of the 
athematic root aorists—those verbs whose root ended in *-A or *-E. It 
is these verbs which by reanalysis, probably already in late Proto- 
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TABLE 31. 
NON-ABLAUTING CLASS | (-4-) PRETERITES 


aaa TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. paikawa* peka © 
2 


paikasta* pekast ' 
3. paika pek 9 
Du.3. paikais* pekenas " 
Pl. 1. paikam(o) ἃ pekmas ! 
2. paikas(o)* pekas ! 
paikare pekar k 


MIDDLE Sg.1. paikamai peke 
2. paikatai © pekte ! 
3. paikate pekat 
PI. 1. paikamt(t)e* pekamat 
2. paikat* pekac ™ 
3. paikante 4 pekant " 


acf. waltsam ‘we crushed’, maitam ‘we set/started out’. 
bef. skarare ‘they blamed’, naittare ‘they destroyed’, etc. 
Ccf. palatai ‘thou praisedst’, waskatai ‘movedst’. 

dcf. palante ‘they praised’, laikante ‘washed themselves’. 
cf. taka ‘| was’, skayd ‘I tried’, etc. 

fcf. takast ‘thou wert’, karpast ‘climbedst down’, etc. 

Scf. tak ‘he was’, karp, etc. 

Nef. takenas ‘you two were’. 

icf. takmas. 

icf. kotas ‘you split’. 

kcf. takar, drar ‘they stopped’, etc. 

Icf. kropte ‘thou gatheredst’. 

cf. kla@pac ‘you announced’. 

Nef. kropant ‘they gathered’, kakant ‘they called’, etc. 


Indo-European times, provided the nearly ubiquitous *-a- or *-6- (the 
latter also became *-a- in Proto-Tocharian but was distinguished 
from original *-a- by palatalization of the preceding consonant 
[section 3.12] ) which was added to most preterites and subjunc- 
tive/imperatives, no matter what their origin.60 We have already dis- 
cussed PIE perfects which appear as ClassV subjunctives (sec- 
tion 4.62) or as Class | preterites (section 4.643) by the addition of the 
suffixal -a-, and our discussion of the aorist will be full of comparable 
occurrences. 
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4.71 THE PIE SIGMATIC AORIST. As we have already seen in our 
discussion of the perfect, the PIE sigmatic aorist became completely 
conflated with the o-grade perfect. Whether or not the sigmatic 
aorist was more characteristic of the middle than the active in late 
Proto-Indo-European (cf. Watkins, 1962:52-60), it surely formed 
the middle counterpart to these Proto-Indo-European perfects 
which were to become Tocharian preterites of Class Ill. The resultant 
combined paradigm is illustrated in section 4.641. 


4.72 THE PIE REDUPLICATED AORIST. The reduplicated 
(thematic?) aorist of the type seen in Greek épephnon Ἵ slew’ or 
tetagén ‘seizing’ forms the Class preterite in Tocharian A. These 
aorists are restricted to the latter language, where they provide 
causative preterites to ablauting stems (i.e., those with PTch *-a-, 
*Gy-, or *aw- as the basic stem vowel.)61 In Indo-European terms 
the ablaut grade for this particular formation was either a generalized 
e-grade or a generalized zero-grade, e.g., A Sasars ‘he made 
known’ (root kars-) but kakd/ ‘he tolerated’ (root kdal-). It is probably not 
accidental that these reduplicated aorists took on causative meaning 
also in Greek (Schwyzer, 1953:748-749) and a similar formation 
(e.g., ajijanat ‘he produced’) is always causative in Sanskrit. The 
vowel of the reduplicating syllable (PTch *é) is not well explained (but 
see Lindemann, 1969). 


We illustrate this aorist formation in Table 32 by the Tocharian A 
Class Il preterites of tsam- ‘to grow’ (with original e-grade) and kdal- 
‘to tolerate’ (with original zero-grade). 


4.73 PIE e-GRADE AORISTS. Functionally equivalent to these re- 
duplicated preterites in Tocharian A are certain “long vowel” preter- 
ites in Tocharian B, e.g., cala ‘he raised’ from the root ta/-. Because 
both types of preterite are normally causative, there has been a ten- 
dency ever since Schulze (1934:239ff.) to equate them formally as 
well and to see in a Tocharian B form such as cala somehow the 
phonetic outcome of the “cec(a)/a that would exactly match Tochar- 
ian A cacal. Such a hypothesis certainly cannot be sustained phono- 
logically, but neither is it compatible with the morphological evi- 
dence. There are, for instance, at least three preterites of this class 
in Tocharian B which are non-causative: /yaka ‘the saw’, plyawa ‘he 
bewailed’, and lyawa ‘he sent’.63 In addition, this whole group, causa- 
tive and non-causative alike, is matched formally by a group of 
Tocharian A imperfects, e.g., Sarsar ‘they used to know’ but B 
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TABLE 32 
TOCHARIAN CLASS II (REDUPLICATED) PRETERITES 


Lo TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. sasSmawa62 kaklawa 
: sasmast kaklast 
S$asam kakal 


Sasmar kaklar 


MIDDLE Sg.1. 
2. 

3. 

Pl. 1. 

2, 
3. 


sasmat ἃ kaklat ἃ 


sasSmant kaklant 


acf. papyutkat ‘it came into being’, sasrukat ‘he was killed’, etc. 
$arsare ‘they informed’, or A lyak ‘he used to see’ beside B /yaka ‘he 
saw’. 


All of these preterites are the Tocharian reflexes of PIE long- 
vowel aorists of the shape *CeC(C)- [: Sanskrit sadat, OCS thematic 
aorists sédu, Baltic preterite Sédo, Latin sedimus (Watkins, 1969:97), 
all ‘sat’]. As was the case on Tocharian, these lengthened grade 
aorists were to be productive categories in Italic, Celtic, Germanic, 
Baltic, Slavic, and Albanian. Already in Proto-Tocharian times these 
verbs had added the “preterital” -a-. To exemplify the Tocharian 
reflexes of this particular Proto-Ilndo-European aorist, we may cite 
in Table 33 the Tocharian B preterite and the Tocharian A imperfect 
of /ak- ‘to see’. 


4.74 TOCHARIAN AORISTS SHOWING ABLAUT (PIE ATHEMATIC 
ROOT AORISTS). The best example of a PIE athematic root aorist to 
be seen in Tocharian is the Tocharian B third person singular Sem 
‘he came’ (root: kam-). This form reflects PIE *gwem-t if Winter is 
right in seeing PTch ἴΘ as the outcome of PIE *e in stressed 
monosyllables (see section3.111). Tocharian B Sem would be 
directly comparable with Sanskrit agan (as first suggested by 
Pedersen [1938:184] and followed by Lane [1959:174] and Winter 
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TABLE 33 
LONG VOWEL PRETERITES 


hoo TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. | /lyakawa ‘| saw’ 
. | lyakasta 
lyaka 
lyakam(o) 
lyakas(o) 
lyakare 


MIDDLE Sg.1. | /yakamai ἃ 
2. | lyakatai 
3. | lyakate 
Pl. 1. | lyakamt(t)e © 
2. | lyakat(o)* 
3. | lyakante 


acf. tasamai ‘| compared’, palamai ‘| was praised’, etc. 

bef. karamte ‘we were gathered’. 

Ccf. carkat ‘he was released’, parat ‘he was carried’, $a/pat ‘he achieved 
for himself. 

dcf. parant, Sakant ‘they were pulled out’. 


[p.c.]). The rest of the active preterite of this verb would appear to 
be descended from a thematic aorist (see section 4.75).64 


The Proto-Indo-European athematic aorist is also to be seen, 
if somewhat disguised, in Krause and Thomas’ Class la preterites. In 
this group we find two historically distinct Indo-European forma- 
tions. The first consists of old athematic root aorists, from some of 
whose members the “preterital” -a- had its origin, and the second 
consists of PIE thematic aorists to which has been added -a-. In 
descriptive terms Classla includes all Tocharian a-preterites 
formed from ablauting roots, i.e., those whose root vowel is -a-, -/-, 
or -u- (PTch *-a-, *-ay-, or *-aw-). From a synchronic point of view 
such preterites fall into two groups: subgroup 1, which shows no pal- 
atalization anywhere in the paradigm, and subgroup 2, which shows 
word initial palatalization in the active singular.65 In Tocharian A the 
two groups may be schematically represented as shown in Table 34. 


Tocharian B shows both subgroups, formed in every testable 
case from the same roots as in Tocharian A, but in all sure 
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TABLE 34 
TOCHARIAN A CLASS Ia PRETERITES 


ACT.SG. | ΑΟΤ. MIDDLE/ 
NON-SG. | PRET. PT. 
CaC(C)-a | Cac(c)-a | CaC(C)- 
CaC(C)-a | Cac(c)-a | CAaC(C)- 


examples of subgroup1 and in most of those from subgroup 2 
Tocharian B shows the generalization of the ablaut grade of the 
active singular to the dual and plural. An exception in Tocharian B is 
Saware ‘they ate’ (sg. Suwa) and, by analogical extension, Sawate ‘he 
was eaten’. Extremely probative is the third person dual stamais ‘the 
two of them stood’ (cf. B sg. Sama, pl. Simare; A sg. Sam, pl. stamar). 
Such forms are clearly relic in Tocharian B and show that, in this 
instance, Tocharian A preserves an older configuration. 


Though synchronically a single unit, from the Proto-Indo- 
European point of view subgroup 1 has two sources. Its nucleus is 
formed by the root aorists to triconsonantal roots ending in *-A, e.g., 
PIE *t(leA-m *t())IA-me ‘l/we raised up’. If restored correctly, the 
Tocharian B tlava ‘| raised up’ [584a9] may be, with the addition of 
the rebuilt first person singular personal ending, the exact phono- 
logical reflex of PIE *t(I)ieA-m (Lane, 1959:13; cf. also Kuryotwicz, 
1968:222). At some point, probably in Proto-Indo-European itself, 
the originally root final *-a- was reanalyzed as an independent aorist 
marker which could be added to other verbal roots (see also fn. 57). 
In the history of Tocharian this “preterital” -a- came to be added to 
most aorists, including thematic aorists of the *widé/6- type, and it is 
these refashioned thematic aorists, as Lane (1959:174) has already 
suggested, which comprise the bulk of subgroup 1. (For thematic 
aorists not so rebuilt, see section 4.75.) 


In a similar fashion a PIE aorist suffix "-6- was extracted from 
roots ending in *-E. When in absolute final position, as it was in the 
pivotal third person singular, this PIE "8 became “ἃ in Proto- 
Tocharian (see section 3.12). The *-a was generalized throughout the 
paradigm, but the palatalization of the preceding consonant distin- 
guished this group of aorists from those ending in PIE *-a. This type 
of aorist has become largely restricted to roots ending in -s or -sk-, 
e.g., B yirgante ‘they were honored’ or B fagga ‘he required’ from 
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roots yars- and /fask- respectively. Irregularly we find it in the active 
preterite of pann- ‘to span’, i.e., pififia (but middle pannate). Proto- 
Indo-European é-aorists have really left their mark in Tocharian, 
however, in the preterites formed to verbs with suffixal -sk-, i.e., as 
Class IV preterites, e.g., winaskau ‘| honor’, preterite winassa ‘he 
honored’. 


Returning to Class la, we find that subgroup 2, as Lane (1959:174) 
again saw, contains those old root aorists that we would have 
expected to show *e ~ @ ablaut, e.g., *PIE térk-mm *trk-mé ‘I/we 
released’. To these ablauting aorists -a- has been more or less 
mechanically added, giving B carka- (active) and tarka- (middle).66 


In the paradigms shown in Tables 35 and 36, subgroup 1 is rep- 
resented by AB kdlp- ‘to reach, attain’ and Tocharian A kalk- ‘went, 
while subgroup 2 is represented by AB kars- ‘to know’ and by B stam- 
[A stam-] ‘to stand’. 

Accounting for the (PIE) o-grade of the dual and plural in the 
active is difficult. There is no obvious Proto-Indo-European 
source. | can only suggest that the o-grade is an importation, 
somehow, from the perfect and that this importation is bound up with 
the general spread of the o-grade at the expense of the zero- 
grade in Tocharian. The pattern of subgroup 2 reminds one of the 
situation in Germanic preterites of ClassesIV or V, e.g., in Old 
English ber, bron, boren, with the active singular showing an o- 
grade, the active plural an @-grade, and the past participle a zero- 
grade. In Germanic it is a lengthened *-e- intruding, presumably from 
the lengthened grade aorist, into the perfect in a form where we 
expect the zero-grade, much as in Tocharian it is an o-grade, pre- 
sumably from the perfect, intruding into the aorist in a form where we 
would expect the zero-grade.68 


Aorists very similar to our subgroup 1 form Krause and Thomas’ 
preterite Class lb. These verbs, or at least the preterite of Ib, all have 
an unvarying root vowel -a- and thus they show no ablaut in either 
language. It is not clear what the PIE aorist would have been to a 
root such as *wak- (*weAk-?), Tocharian B wak- ‘to split apart, 
bloom’. In any case, the preterite in both languages is formed with 
the simple addition of the “preterital” -a- to the root, both in the pret- 
erite itself and, unlike the verbs in Class la, in the preterite participle 
(which also shows reduplication), e.g., B wawak-a- ‘split apart, 
blossomed’ but (Class la preterite participle) B kars-o- ‘known’ with 
no -a-. 
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TABLE 35 
CLASS la PRETERITES, SUBGROUP 1 


ΝΣ TOCHARIAN Β TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. kalpawa kalka " 
2. kalpasta 3 kalkast 
3. kalpa kalk 
Du.3. kalpais* kalkenas* 
Pl. 1. kalpam/(o) kalkamas* 
2. kalpas(o) ὃ kalkas | 


kalpare kalkar 


MIDDLE Sg.1. kalpamai © kalpe 
2. kalpatai 4 kalpate 
3. kalpate 5 kalpat 
Pl. 1. kalpamt(te | kalpamat 
2. kalpat* kalpac 


3. 


acf. tsaénkasta ‘thou rosest up’, tsd/pdsta ‘wast freed’, rittasta ‘wast 
bound’. 

bef. palskaso ‘you thought’, rankas ‘climbed up’, srukds ‘died’. 

Ccf. warpamai ‘| enjoyed’, sa/kamai ‘was pulled out’. 

dct. kdryatai ‘thou negotiatedst’, warpatai, sdlkatai, etc. 

cf. karstate ‘he was cut off’, pkate ‘intended’, parsdate ‘sprinkled’. 

fcf. karyamte, warpamte. 

Gcf. malkante ‘they gathered together’, warpante, warskdnte ‘they 
smelled’. 

Nef. tékwa (?), palska Ἱ thought’, etc. 

icf. tsafIpas] ‘you were freed’. 


kalpante 9 kalpant 
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TABLE 36 
CLASS la PRETERITES, SUBGROUP 2 


- TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 


ACTIVE Sg.1. | Sasawa § Scimawa87 | Sdarsa sma 
2. |Sarsasta  Scimasta Sarsast'  Smast' 


3. | Sarsa Scama Sars Sam 
Du.3. stamais 
Pl. 1. | $arsam/(o) ἃ Scimam/(o)@ |krasamas* stamamas* 


$arsas(o) S$cimas(o) 


krasas* gtamas* 
Sarsare Scimare 


krasar stamar 


karsamai Ὁ 
karsatai © 
karsate 4 
karsamt(tle 5 
karsat* 

karsante ἷ 


karse 9 
karsate © 
karsat 
karsamat ' 
karsac ! 
karsant * 


acf. Sutkam ‘we gave substance/form to’. 
Def. klamai ‘| was brought’. 

σοί. klatai, ndtkatai ‘thou wast thrust away’. 
dcf. klate, tarkadte ‘he was released’. 

cf. klamtte. 

cf. klante, tarkante. 

fcf. lymast ‘thou sattest’, jywdst ‘sentest’. 
Ocf. kdlpe ‘| achieved’, k/e ‘| was brought’, pa/ke ‘I saw’, etc. 
hef. kdlpate, klate, pdlkate, etc. 

icf. kalpaméat. 

icf. kalpac, palkdac, etc. 

kcf. kdlpant, klant, palkant, etc. 
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4.75 PIE THEMATIC AORISTS UNEXTENDED BY -a-. The Proto- 
Indo-European aorist is unextended by the usual -a- in two unmis- 
takable cases in Tocharian B (Krause and Thomas’ Class VI). 


From the verb /ant- ‘to go out’, we have the following preterite: 


Sg.1. /atau 
2. lat (~ lac? —see section 4.21, fn. 18) 
3. lac 


Du.3. /tais 


Pl. 1. Item(o)* 
2. latso 
3. latem 


As several scholars have pointed out (Winter, Cowgill, Lane—all 
1962), the third person singular jac matches Greek é/uthen ‘he 
came/went perfectly, save for the presence of the augment in the 
latter language. Both the Tocharian and the Greek forms would be 
reflexes of a PIE *Eludhet, which may also be seen in Old Irish /uid 
‘he went (cf. Cardona, 1960).69 


Similar in form is one of the two possible preterites to the root 
kam- ‘to come’. (The other preterite, attested only in the third 
singular, is discussed in section 4.74.) 


Sg.1. kamau 
2. kamt(o* 
3. ---- 


Pl. 1. Amem(o) 
2. 2 
3. kamem 


The actually attested forms of this preterite reflect Proto-Indo- 
European *gwm-6m (with the usual addition of PTch *-wéa), 
*gwm-ome, and *gwm-ont. 


4.76 MODALIZED AORISTS: SUBJUNCTIVES AND IMPERATIVES. 
With the collapse of the Proto-Indo-European categories of perfect 
and aorist came, as we have seen, a reshuffling of the older formal 
categories on the basis of a newer functional distinction between the 
preterite on the one hand and the subjunctive and imperative on the 
other. This means that beside most categories of aorists-that- 
have-become-Tocharian-preterites there are aorists-that- 
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have-become-subjunctives/imperatives. It also means that the ubi- 
quitous preterital -a- is paralleled by the nearly as ubiquitous sub- 
junctive/imperative -a-. 

There are no subjunctives or imperatives parallel to the redupli- 
cated aorist of Tocharian A (section 4.72), and the imperative 
reflexes (there are no subjunctives) of the sigmatic aorist have been 
amply dealt with previously (section 4.63). The other types, however, 
deserve at least passing mention here. The é-grade aorists are 
represented as imperatives once without an added -a-, i.e, B 
paccauk ‘hide!’, and somewhat more commonly with -a- in those im- 
peratives of Krause and Thomas’ Class II with an etymologically long 
root vowel, e.g., B Salat ‘be led!’ (pl.). Old athematic aorists are seen 
in those Class! imperatives with word-initial palatalization (the pala- 
talization of the active singular has been extended to the whole of the 
paradigm), e.g., paScama ‘stand!’ [A passam, pl. pasmac]. Those 
Class! imperatives that show no palatalization, and yet come from 
ablauting roots, presumably reflect old thematic formations, e.g., B 
pwikaso ‘avoid!’ (pl.). This latter group of imperatives is paralleled by 
a large number of non-ablauting Class V subjunctives—the largest 
subclass of that multifarious group. The remainder of “aorist” im- 
peratives of Class! and subjunctives of Class V are built to “long 
vowel” roots and are exactly parallel to the group of Class Ib preter- 
ites discussed in section 4.74. The preterites in (PIE) *-é- are 
matched by Class IV imperatives (all to roots in *-ske/o-). 


4.8 BRIEF RECAPITULATION OF THE TOCHARIAN DEVELOP- 
MENT OF VARIOUS PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PERFECTS AND 
AORISTS. As a way of bringing some graphic overview to the com- 
plex relationships obtaining between the Proto-Indo-European 
perfects and aorists and their Tocharian reflexes, we close our dis- 
cussion with the chart shown as Table 37. 
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Table 37 
BRIEF RECAPITULATION OF THE TOCHARIAN DEVELOPMENT 
OF VARIOUS PIE PRETERITES AND AORISTS 


PRETERITES | (A) IMPER- SUBJUNC- IMPERATIVES 
FECTS70 TIVES 
PIE 
PERFECTS 


1) Perfects AB Class Il (399.2) AB Class | AB Class Ill 


2) Perfects + |B Class lb— AB Class V—__| AB Class 1- 
-a- those showing those showing 

(PIE)o ~ (PIE)o~@ 

ablaut ablaut 
Also those 
“long vowel” 
subjunctives to 
ablauting roots 
(PIE o-grade 
generalized) 


those showing 
(PIE)o ~@ 
ablaut 


1) Sigmatic + | AB Class IIl—- (399.2) AB Class Ill 
-a- Middle and 

third sg. active 

2) Redupli- A Class Il 
cated + -a- 

3) é-grade B Class IIl— 
root without paccauk 
-a- (caus.) 

4) é-grade B Class Ib — AB Class II 
root + -a- lyaka, plyawa, (causatives) 

lyawa 

5) Athematic to | AB Class la— 
roots in ΚΑ | tlava (7?) 

6) Athematic to | AB Class lb — (397.1) AB Class IV 
roots in *-E | those showing 

end 
palatalization 
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Table 37 (cont’d) 


PRETERITES | (A) IMPER- SUBJUNC- IMPERATIVES 
FECTS70 TIVES 


7) Athematic to | AB Class la— AB Class |— 
other ab- those showing those showing 
lauting roots | (PIE)e ~ ὦ initial 
+ -a- ablaut palatalization 


8) Athematic to | AB Class V AB Class V—__| AB Class V 
non-ab- AB Class Ib — those showing | AB Class |— 
lauting roots | those showing non-ablauting | those showing 
+ -a- non-ablauting “long vowel” non-ablauting 

“long vowel” stems “long vowel” 
stems stems 


9) Thematic B Class VI 
without -a- 


10) Thematic | AB Class la— AB Class V—__| AB Class |— 
+ -a- those showing those showing | those showing 
(PIE) ὦ ~ (0) ~ non-ablauting non-ablauting 
© ablaut “weak vowel” | “weak vowel” 
stems, e.g.,B | stems, e.g., B 
triw- pwikaso 


4.9 INHERITED MODAL CATEGORIES. The modal categories 
Proto-Tocharian inherited can be handled with more dispatch. 
There is general agreement, for instance, that the Proto-Tocharian 
optative (and therefore also the Tocharian B imperfect) is normally 
the reflex of the PIE athematic optative in *-ye- ~ *-/- (i.e., -yeE- ~ *-iE-). 
Proto-Tocharian shows the almost universal extension of the weak 
grade of the suffix, in common with Germanic and Latin. The conso- 
nant preceding the optative sign *-7 will show Tocharian palatalization 
where possible. 


Certain classes of verbs, however, those ending in (thematic) -e- 
or -o- (PIE *-o- ), or (athematic) -a- and -na- show no palatalization in 
either language. This lack of palatalization has led some to believe 
that we see in these verbs some remnant of an old thematic optative 
in *-oy-. (Word final *-oy, when unstressed, would give PTch "ἄν [AB 
-i]—see section 3.11.) However, it is also possible that the lack of 
palatalization in these stem types is analogical (so Van Windekens, 
1980:230). One should note particularly that all “regular” -e/o- them- 
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atic verbs show a palatalizing i-optative. The case for analogical re- 
building is all the stronger when one realizes that already in Proto- 
-Tocharian time the inherited optative had ceased to be a deriva- 
tionally independent category formed directly from the verbal root 
and had become a derivative to the subjunctive stem. (Likewise, the 
formally identical imperfect in Tocharian B is a derivative of the pres- 
ent stem.) 


What is sometimes taken (so Watkins [1969:201-202]) as con- 
clusive evidence of the survival of the *-oy- optative in Proto- 
Tocharian are the imperfects B yey(o) [A yes] and B sey(o) [A ses] 
‘he was going’ and ‘he was being’, respectively. The hypothesis goes 
something like this: a late Proto-Tocharian *sé ~ sin(t) (PIE *syet ~ 
*sint) was rebuilt to *sey, etc., on the basis of the stage reached by 
the thematic optative. The parallel of Gothic jsjai ‘the may be’ is 
usually adduced. This may have happened but, if so, it is certainly 
odd that the optative of ‘be’ and ‘go’ should be reformed on the basis 
of the oy-optative which was so obviously recessive. Particularly in 
the case of ‘be’, which surely inherited the dominant athematic 
optative as part of its paradigm, it is strange to see this shift. 


Another and more probable explanation is to assume a situation 
in Proto-Tocharian similar to the one we find in pre-Classical 
Latin: the -i- of the plural had been generalized everywhere at the 
expense of *-ye- except in the very common optative of ‘be’ (and as 
far as Tocharian is concerned, probably of ‘go’ also). In Tocharian 
this would have meant a singular stem *sé@-, plural in *si-. The singu- 
lar stem 56- was completely isolated in Tocharian (except for its 
partner *ye-) and had to be taken as a unit (i.e., it was not synchroni- 
cally divisible into *s- + *-e- or the like). What is more probable 
under these circumstances than the simple addition of the produc- 
tive optative suffix *-i- to the anomalous *seé- (i.e., as *sé-i-), so as to 
make this particular optative conform to all others? If this explanation 
is correct, there is no reason at all to think that Tocharian ever had 
any oy-optative70 

As we have already seen in section 4.23, the Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean imperative has been very largely lost in Tocharian. Only a few 
thematic imperatives, such as Β klyaug ‘hear!’ (PIE *klewse) or B 
pete ‘give!’ and ptalle ‘lift up!’ (PIE οό and *tlnAd [Watkins, 
1969:208] ) remain. The vast majority of PIE imperatives has simply 
vanished. Their place has been taken by those modalized perfects 
and aorists discussed in sections 4.63 and 4.76. 
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NOTES 


. “Suggest” is the key term here, as reconstruction can never “prove” the 
absence of some feature, only its presence. A classic example is provided by 
the history of the Latin future and future perfect. Comparative and internal recon- 
struction, using the data of the contemporary Romance languages, would 
demonstrate that the common Romance future is late and periphrastic in origin. 
We would have no way of knowing that it replaced an older, inflectional future 
with essentially the same function. So, too, while formal traces remain of the 
future perfect in the Iberian languages, it is most doubtful that its functional his- 
tory would ever be guessed at if we had only contemporary data to work with. 


. See Watkins, 1969, and Jasanoff, 1977. 


. Though whether the two were paradigmatically related in earlier Proto-Indo- 
European is questionable. 


. Certain of these same affixes, most noticeably perhaps -ye/o-, -eA-, and -eE-, 
were also used to form denominative verbs from nominal stems, e.g., 
*Erowdh-eE- ‘to redden, blush’. Kurylowicz (1964:105-109) would see all these 
deverbative stem formatives as denominal in origin and, ultimately, iterative-in- 
tensive in meaning. Underlying this layer of derivation was another, older, one in- 
volving “enlargements,” i.e., consonantal additions of indeterminate meaning, 
added directly to verbal roots. Thus Proto-Indo-European had a root “plew- ‘to 
swim, float, fly’ which gave Tocharian B plu- as in plyewam ‘he flies’ (or [subj.] 
‘he will fly’?) and also *plewd- ‘to flow’, which gave the Tocharian B root péait- 
(from PIE “*plud-) ‘to drip’. This layer of derivation need not concern us too much 
in this study, though it should be pointed out that there are many roots in 
Tocharian which end in -w representing a PIE enlargement in *-w, e.g., B ννᾶνν- 
‘to control oneself’ (cf. walo ~ /ant ‘king’ without the *-w), A ritw- [Β ritt-] ‘to be 
joined to’, etc. 


. Exceptions to this generalization were denominative formations which normally 
had but one stem in Proto-Indo-European, and that a present. Aorists and per- 
fects to such stems are the later development of the individual language families 
that have them. Also exceptional are certain roots, such as *(E)es- ‘to be’, which 
semantically did not admit of such aspectual differences. 


. It is in the formation of the iterative that pre-Tocharian differs most noticeably 
from pre-Celtic. In Tocharian we find the verb root with the addition of 
*-s(k)e/o-, whereas in Celtic we have the (younger?) formation of the verb root 
with o-grade and suffixed by *-eye/o-. 


. If either the presents or the iterative formed “imperfects” in that variety of late 
Proto-Indo-European that gave rise to Tocharian, they have left no descen- 
dants. 


. The only formal evidence for an inherited subjunctive category is provided by 
the Tocharian subjunctive to the root kdm- ‘to come’: Tocharian A (third sg.) 
§mas; Tocharian B (second sg.) Samt(o), or (third sg.) Samn. This formation is 
thematic, and the PIE prototype would have been *gWeme/o-. Such a formation 
does not have the look of a displaced present which is the usual source of the 
Tocharian subjunctive, so it may be original (cf. the Sanksrit subjunctive stem 
gama-). 
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Analogous is the replacement of simple inherited presents by the derived “fre- 
quentatives” in Latin, e.g., portare ‘to carry’ or canere/cantare ‘to sing’. 


Perhaps “derivative” would be a better word than “causative.” While the derived, 
secondary verb is usually causative (i.e., transitive if formed from a basically 
intransitive verb root or a “true” or mediative causative [see Masica, 1976:40ff.] 
if formed from a transitive root), it may instead be eventive or intensive. One 
should note that the younger formation with o-grade and suffixed *-eye/o- of 
Proto-Indo-European is also present in Tocharian but does not become a 
causative as happened in Germanic, etc. 


Particularly striking in this regard, and at variance with the development seen in 
most branches of Indo-European, is the replacement of the first person singular 
ending of the perfect, Ae, by “-wi whose earlier status in the system of 
personal endings is problematical but which reappears in Anatolian, e.g., Luvian 
-wi (see Watkins, 1969:48 and 207). 

PIE *-stesi would have given *-stjésa > "δ᾽ δᾶ > “-ssd > -s(&). A recapitulation 
of discussions of this superficially difficult ending is to be found in Van Winde- 
kens (1982:283-285). 


The optional -a- of this and other forms is epenthetic and arises out of certain 
clusters (see section 3.19). 

The -’- of this and other forms indicates that the preceding consonant shows 
palatalization. 

The -er of the second person plural in TocharianB is unexplained. (For a 
suggestion, see Van Windekens, 1978.) 


The final -fic of the third person plural of TocharianA may disappear (see 
section 3.45). 


For a discussion of other proposed solutions to the problem of the third person 
singular endings see Van Windekens (1982:264-266). 


Perhaps where the preterite -a- was being added to preterite stems originally 
without it, there was a period of vacillation when the third singular might be either 
τῷ or -a. Given such a hesitation, the first and second persons might have 
joined in as either -w or -wa and -st or -sta respectively. 


No preterite forms to the root kKam- are attested in Tocharian A. Also the preterite 
of /d(n)t- in Tocharian A has been rebuilt by adding the regular endings to the 
old third person singular, /ac, taken as a root. 

Also attested is a third person dual, /tais /late-is-/ —see section 4.24. 

The second person singular /ac of B 224a2 may not be, as Sieg, Siegling, and 
Thomas suppose, a mistake for /at. 

Given his explanation of the development of the Proto-Indo-European middle 
and the existence of these Sanskrit forms (which he cites, pp. 90-91), it is 
strange that Watkins (1969:200) sees Tocharian B stare as analogical after the 
Tocharian preterite.. Even stranger is Van Windekens’ (1982:76) derivation 
“skt- > st (i.e., *s- -sk-t- with an athematic -sk-. 

A corresponding third person singular does not exist in Tocharian. An expected 
PIE *s-ske-to would have given Tocharian B “le. while a PIE *s-sko (with 
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zero-ending) would have given “ske, either of which may have been too close 
phonetically to ste to have survived. 


The first person plural shows the same added particle dha as does Greek, 
while the second person plural shows the same ending, from whatever source, 
as Greek -(s)th[w]e or Indic -dhvai/-dhvam (Watkins, 1969:128). Otherwise, with 
literature, Van Windekens, 1982:276-277. 


Jasanoff (1977) suggests that Tocharian reflects PIE *-tri, *-ntri rather than *-tor, 
*-ntor. Such an origin is possible phonologically in Tocharian, but the morpho- 
logical reshapings we need to assume are more complicated and the extra- 
Tocharian evidence for them is not compelling. 


One should note that the usual repartition of the primary and secondary endings 
as present versus past does not hold for either of the archaic copulas of Tochar- 
ian B. The singular ste and the plural skente show byforms, star and skentar 
respectively, from PIE “stA-d-r and “s-skdénto-r. In the grammar of Tocharian B 
the “secondary” endings are found without an enclitic pronoun, while the “pri- 
mary” ones are normally seen only before an enclitic. This is added evidence, if 
more were needed, that the distinction between primary and secondary is very 
late in Indo-European and a development of the independent branches rather 
than of the proto-language itself. 


For convenience, these are all shown with the PIE thematic vowel *-o-. One 
should note that a-umlaut does not affect the thematic vowel. 


As in the active, the primary endings are also found in the optative in Tochar- 
ian A and B, and in the formally identical imperfect of Tocharian B. Again as in 
the active, the Tocharian A endings are all athematic, while in Tocharian B only 
thematic endings appear, save in the first person singular, where we find the 
athematic -mar rather than thematic -emar. 


Tocharian A plac ‘come out!’ is usually included here (cf. Watkins, 1969:208), but 
such an assignment is doubtful, since the entire preterite in Tocharian A, and the 
corresponding imperative, presumably, has been rebuilt on the basis of the 
inherited third person singular /ac ‘he went out’ from PIE *Eludhét. 


For a discussion of the history of the imperative prefix (and a different conclusion 
than that given here), see Van Windekens (1982:233-235). The prefix is occa- 
sionally lost when it comes to form the first consonant of a cluster. 


Both Van Windekens (1976:309) and Winter (p.c.) take B nes- [A nas-] to be 
from PIE “nes- [: Greek néomai Ἱ go, come (back)’]. Winter, at least, takes the 
Tocharian verb to reflect an old pretero-present. 


Van Windekens (1982:287) would segment this form as tak-ena-s with the -ena- 
being ultimately the same element seen in dual nouns such as A pokem ‘the two 
arms’. With the exception of the present active -tem (PIE “-tom u for him), Van 
Windekens would describe all the verbal dual endings in Tocharian as nominal 
duals plus second person plural person-number endings. To my mind, none of 
his explanations is at all likely. 


A verb like A lik- ‘to wash’ shows a neological zero-grade, PTch “/aéyk-. 


All other forms of this verb, in both languages, are built from a stem “dhE-se/o-. 
Winter (p.c.) points out that since the reduplication occurs only in the preterite 
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and subjunctive, it may be better to start from a PIE reduplicated perfect than a 
reduplicated present. If so, then there are no reduplicated presents in Tocharian. 


It is possible that the functional distinction was marked by a formal one wherein 
the factatives took thematic middle endings while the deverbatives took athema- 
tic active endings (vid. Watkins, 1971:85-86, fn. 35). 


The only productive denominatives in either language are analytical, i.e., those 
composed of a noun (in the accusative) plus AB yam- ‘to do, make’. 


The relationship in Tocharian A between ksa- ‘to blind, dazzle’ and kas- ‘to extin- 
guish’ is similar to that existing in Sanskrit between psa-ti ‘he chews thoroughly’ 
and ba-bhdas-ti ‘the chews’. 


The same stem exists in Tocharian A, though extended in a different way: tus- 
(PIE *dhuH-se/o-). 


AB su/swa- ‘rain’ probably does not belong here. Only the third person plural of 
the present is attested in either A or B. In A we have swific (plus a middle parti- 
ciple, sumane), while in B we find suwam (and the middle participle swamane). 
Together they suggest a late PIE (third sg.) “swéA-ti, (pl.) *suA-énti. 


The distinction between AB /aka- ‘to see’ and AB /uk- ‘to illuminate’, however, 
seems to be more one of endo-active (with -a-) versus exo-active (without 
-a-). 

But “short” forms are attested, e.g., kKattankdm ‘they cross over’ [B3a4]. 


As Winter points out (1980:441-442), -na- has become a favored marker of 
transitive presents in Tocharian. 


Was this formation originally iterative-intensive? Compare Baltic. 


We also find this conjugational type extended (secondarily?) to a couple of 
examples of *-ske/o- verbs and perhaps one *-se/o- verb. 

Where presents are attested to Class IV subjunctives in Tocharian B (whether the 
subjunctives are originally denominative or deverbative), they are built secon- 
darily with -ask-, e.g., wsassam ‘he abides’ but wsiyau ‘I will abide’. 

Since Class IV subjunctives do not exist in Tocharian A and since, in general, 
Tocharian A forms are less well attested, Tocharian A can at best only confirm 
the paradigms deduced from Tocharian B data. It should be noted that, except 
for the first and third persons singular, the Class IV subjunctives in Tocharian B 
will be identical with the corresponding optatives. 


The possibility exists that the combination *-n-ye/o- was already deverbative in 
Proto-Tocharian and had been so since late Proto-Indo-European times, 
since the exact phonological equivalent is seen, for instance, in Greek -aino. In 
support of such a supposition is the fact that there seems to be some sort of 
relationship between the verbal stem formatives -na- and -aff-, e.g., A klisna- 
‘to sleep’ but B k/antsafAfn- ‘id.’. 

When we do find *-se/o- as a synchronically separable verb formative outside 
Tocharian, it is usually associated with desiderative meaning rather than itera- 
tive-intensive. Thus it is possible that the original iterative-intensive meaning 
that we see in Tocharian was a Tocharian innovation. 


When *-skelo- was added to stems ending in a dental obstruent, the resultant 
cluster, *-tsk-, was simplified to -tk- in Tocharian (see section 3.43). This group 
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of verbs, those ending in -tk-, is ably discussed by Melchert (1977). Another far 
less satisfying explanation is offered by Van Windekens (1982:10). 


Reduplication in Tocharian is confined to the reduplicated aorist (section 4.72) 
and the preterite (originally perfect) participle. The hidden reduplication that 
Krause and Thomas (1960:247) see in temtsate (from “taétemtsate) is surely 
illusory. 


Such a perfect will appear in Tocharian A either as a preterite or as an imperfect. 


The first identification of the Class | subjunctives of Tocharian A with the Indo- 
European perfect was evidently that of Van Windekens (1944:267). An indepen- 
dent and more fully justified identification was provided by Lane (1959:160). The 
hesitation of Cowgill (1967:172) and the alternative suggestion of Kurylowicz 
(1968:258) are unnecessary. 


A very different explanation of B -oy is found in Van Windekens (1982:232- 
233). 

An exception, the only one | know of, is the paradigm of the subjunctive of B 
tsdém- ‘to grow’, which shows an alternation of /tsama-/ and /tsama-/. Winter 
(p.c.) takes these two to reflect two paradigms. 


Both the active singular and plural in Tocharian A look much as if they had no 
suffixal -a-. The singular is ambiguous but the plural is clearly without it (other- 
wise the form should appear as “ptarkas) and analogous to the next group to be 
discussed. 


. Winter (p.c.) does not think that PIE "ὃ and Ὃ had identical outcomes in Proto- 


Tocharian. If he is right, then the conflation of perfect and (i)s-aorist remains 
mysterious. 


Only third person forms are attested but, given the relative paucity of non-third 
person forms in general, this may be accidental. 

So, too, tamat would indicate “dhom-. Lyokat could be from *léwk- if it is not, as 
Watkins plausibly suggests, a secondary development after the active lyokds. 


. Confusing the issue, and clouding our identification, is the fact that Class! pret- 


erites also contain a number of old aorists (possibly perfects?) with generalized 
6-grade. Our example /paika-/ could be from either ‘poyk-d- or *péyk-a-, 
though there are other preterites, such as B /aupa- ‘smeared’, which must have 
original o-grade. 

It is noteworthy that, where we can tell, all the Tocharian B preterites of this class 
show movable stress. They are therefore unlike the subjunctives derived from 
the PIE perfect, which show fixed initial stress. The stress pattern in the preterite 
may be analogical after that of the original aorists which form the majority of the 
preterites of Class I. 


. A discussion of this -a-, with full bibliography up to 1982, is to be found in Van 


Windekens (1982:118-119). The origins and interconnections of the a-preter- 
ites and subjunctives in Tocharian Italo-Celtic (e..g, Latin erat ‘the was’ and 
dixerat ‘he might have said’) and Balto-Slavic (e.g., Lithuanian buvo ‘he was’) 
has recently been the subject of renewed interest. Jasanoff (1983), for instance, 
sees in Tocharian -a- the reflex of two PIE etyma: (1) an originally root-final -A- 
that was reanalyzed as a tense-aspect marker and (2) another -A- which was a 
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tense-aspect marker (like the better-known -s-) as far back as we can recon- 
struct. This second -A- might appear by itself (as in Tocharian) or in combination 
with the thematic vowel -e- (as -eA-) in verbs forming a thematic present. It is 
this -eA- (semantically a “conditional”) that in his opinion is the origin of the a- 
subjunctives and a-preterites of Latin. For Oettinger (1984), who also believes 
that PIE *a- gave PTch *-o-, the Tocharian forms (from root-final laryngeals) 
must be separated on phonological grounds from the a-formations in Latin, 
Celtic, Baltic, and Slavic. Finally, for Schmidt (1985:67) the Tocharian formations 
are to be equated with those of Latin, etc. as reflexes of a PIE injunctive to a de- 
verbal a-iterative. Clearly, the last word has not been said on this complicated 
subject, but surely the morphological and semantic parallels of the Tocharian 
and Italo-Celtic formations at least argue for a common origin. 


For the original identification of these preterites as Proto-Indo-European re- 
duplicated aorists, see Pedersen, 1941:174ff. 


The first person singular is attested twice, in the particular form given here and a 
raritwa from the root ritw- ‘to bind’. One would expect for the latter “raritwawd. 
Krause and Thomas (1960:244) explain raritwa as an instance of haplology. See 
also Winter (1965b). 


Normally causative and non-causative preterites are (secondarily?) distin- 
guished from one another by their stress patterns. The non-causatives always 
show movable stress, while the causatives almost always show fixed initial stress 
(but Sarsare is an exception). One should compare the fixed initial stress of the 
causative presents in -dsk- (see section 4.5). For more detail and discussion, 
see Winter, 1980. 


If the PTch 4/6 seen in B Sem is from PIE "δ, then Sem reflects a PIE long vowel 
aorist (see section 4.73) without the addition of -a- and is directly equatable with 
Latin vénit (Krause and Thomas, 1960:53). 


Roots with non-palatalizable initial consonants are, of course, not assignable. 


One should compare the old perfect to this root, PIE “tork- ~ *trk- which, as we 
have seen, appears in the subjunctive, B tarkau ~ tarkam ‘I/we will release’. 


The forms given to illustrate this paradigm are the phonologically longest. The 
underlying form is /Scama-/. The -ἅ- may become -i- in this palatalizing 
environment (see section 3.17). If it does not become -i-, it disappears in the 
unstressed open syllable. The initial cluster $c- may simplify to $-. Thus we find 
S$cima- (as illustrated here), S$ima- (with cluster simplification), Scma- (with loss 
of unstressed schwa in an open syllable), or $ma- (with both). 


The origin of the PIE -o- seen in the dual and plural active remains one of the 
most vexing riddles in Tocharian morphology. In the complete absence of any 
obvious analogical model it would seem archaic, but extra-Tocharian parallels 
are also completely lacking. For a discussion of this problem, with bibliography, 
see Van Windekens (1982:121-125). Another suggestion (not very probable) is 
offered by Jasanoff (1983:56-57) who sees it as possibly the outcome of a 
“mirror image” analogy on the subjunctive. The subjunctive has singular o- 
grade, plural @-grade, so the preterite has singular @-grade, plural o-grade. 


The alternative etymology of this verb (Pedersen, 1941:173 or Watkins, 
1969:206-207) which sees Tocharian B /ac as the exact equivalent of Greek 
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lathe (lathano) is less attractive. Phonologically | would expect the Tocharian 
cognate to have root internal “-d- (see section 3.11). Semantically, too, the 
equation is less attractive. In any case, all are agreed that this Tocharian verb 
represents a PIE thematic aorist. 


The numbers in this column refer the reader to the appropriate section of Sieg, 
Siegling, and Schulze (1931). The Tocharian A imperfects are formally identical 
with the corresponding preterites and have the same PIE sources. 

Another example of analogical reshaping is provided by the Tocharian B 
imperfects/optatives to stems ending in -a- and -πᾶ-. In these cases, too, the 
regular optative suffix, *-i-, was added directly to the stem, yielding *-ai- and 
*-nai-, which give in turn the attested -oy- and -noy-. 
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Chapter V 
THE NOUN 


5.0 INDO-EUROPEAN BACKGROUND. As was the case with the 
verb, Proto-Indo-European showed a fairly complex nominal mor- 
phology. There were any number of derivational affixes which could 
be used to create nouns or adjectives. We are more concerned 
here with the inflectional morphology which itself showed a high 
degree of complexity with three numbers: singular, dual, and plural, 
eight cases: vocative, nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, abla- 
tive, locative, and instrumental, and three genders: masculine, femi- 
nine, and neuter. 


5.01 CASE AND NUMBER. Turning our attention first to the ques- 
tions of case and number, we might think that a system of three 
numbers and eight cases should mean a paradigm composed of 
twenty-four separate forms, but actually there were considerably 
fewer. No paradigm showed, so far as the comparative evidence 
allows us to see, more than six separate case forms in the plural 
(with the vocative and nominative combined and the ablative with the 
dative) nor more than three in the dual. Only one paradigm type, that 
of the thematic nouns in -o-, showed an ablative distinct from the 
genitive in the singular. Among the neuters there was no distinction 
of vocative, nominative, and accusative in any of the three numbers. 


In any event, Proto-Tocharian simplified considerably its inherited 
case system. The dative, ablative, locative, and instrumental all dis- 
appeared without a trace.1 As in other Indo-European languages 
which show similar reductions, these losses were made up for by the 
increasingly close association of the noun, usually in the accusative 
but occasionally also in the genitive, with pre- or post-positions. In 
both Tocharian languages the combination of the accusative noun 
and certain post-positions has become so tight that the post-posi- 
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tions are usually considered case markers. However, this develop- 
ment must have been only incipient at the time of the break-up of 
Proto-Tocharian, since the actual desinences of this “second 
story” of cases show almost no agreement between the two lan- 
guages. It is also worth nothing that in combinations of two or more 
conjoined nouns, it is normally only the last which shows an overt 
“second story” case ending. Likewise, adjectives do not normally 
agree with their nouns in these secondary cases but show up in the 
accusative forms. 


Ignoring these later developments, Proto-Tocharian must have 
shown a nominal paradigm which contrasted three numbers and, at 
least in the singular, four cases (Table 38). 


TABLE 38 
PRESUMPTIVE SYSTEM OF NOMINAL DECLENSION IN 
PROTO-TOCHARIAN 


| | SINGULAR DUAL PLURAL 


= 
px 
x 
x 
x x 


5.02 GENDER. In addition to these purely inflectional categories of 
case and number, Proto-Indo-European knew the category of 
gender, which was on the borderline between inflection and deriva- 
tion. A little internal reconstruction demonstrates that in earlier states 
of Proto-Indo-European gender was derivational, but by the time of 
late Proto-Indo-European gender should probably be considered 
inflectional, at least for adjectives, since they had come to show con- 
cord for gender as well as for case and number with their head 
nouns. 


In the history of Tocharian the neuter has been largely lost. The 
only synchronic remnants of it are in the third person, anaphoric, 
pronouns where the separate neuter remains the proper anaphora 
for whole concepts or clauses, serving much the same function as 
ello, etc., do for Spanish. Unlike the situation in the history of the 
Romance languages, where the neuter was lost largely by the 
wholesale reassignment of originally neuter nouns to the masculine 


107 


Tocharian Historical Phonology and Morphology 


gender (aided by the falling together in some dialects of the mascu- 
line and neuter singulars phonologically), in Tocharian the process 
apparently started in thematic adjectives and was phonologically 
induced, as Table 39 suggests. 


TABLE 39 
PHONOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THEMATIC ADJECTIVES IN 
PROTO-TOCHARIAN 


ae Masculine Neuter Feminine 


Proto-Indo-European 

SINGULAR Nom. 
Acc. 

PLURAL Nom. 
Acc. 


Proto-Tocharian2 

SINGULAR Nom. -e(n) ~ -a(n) 
Acc. -e(n) ~ -a(n) |-e(n) ~ -a(n) 

PLURAL Nom. -ey ~ -ay -a 

: Acc. -ens -a 


As we can see, the neuter was not really lost as such in this class, 
but rather became phonologically indistinguishable from the mascu- 
line in the singular and the feminine in the plural. Because thematic 
adjectives were overwhelmingly the most frequent class of adjec- 
tives,3 all other adjective classes followed suit, leaving a situation 
where some nouns (PIE masculines) take masculine concord in both 
the singular and the plural, some nouns (PIE feminines) take femi- 
nine concord in both the singular and plural, and some nouns (PIE 
neuters) take masculine concord in the singular but feminine in the 
plural. In synchronic terms this third group are nouns of “alternating” 
gender and are so designated in Krause and Thomas (1960). Since 
this is a historically-oriented study, where we will have occasion to 
speak of this alternating class we will continue to refer to it as the 
Tocharian neuter. 


5.03 PATTERNS OF ACCENT AND ABLAUT. From a formal point of 
view, it appears that Proto-Indo-European nouns were distin- 
guished not only by the presence or absence of particular nominal 
derivational suffixes but also by adherence to one or another of a 
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small number of accentuational classes. Among non-thematic 
nouns, for instance, there appear to have been five accent classes. 


The primary distinction was between those nouns which were in- 
herently accented and those which were not. In the first group, 
accent was fixed either on the root syllable or on the stem formative. 
In the second group we find surface accent assigned to the last 
accentable syllable of the word by a rule we might call the “Residual 
Accent Rule.” Words with the accent fixed on the root syllable are 
called “acrostatic,” while those with the accent fixed on the stem 
formative are “mesostatic.” Words accented by the Residual Accent 
Rule are accented on the stem formative in the “strong” cases (i.e., 
the nominative and accusative singular and the nominative plural) 
and on the case/number desinence in the “weak” cases (all others) 
and are called “hysterokinetic” (= “hysterodynamic’”). 


Complicating this picture is the action of another accent rule, 
operating after the Residual Accent Rule, to certain inherently 
accented and inherently unaccented words. This rule we can call 
“Accent Retraction,” and it retracts the accent by a single syllable in 
the strong cases only. Thus, operating on a mesostatic word, it will 
produce a situation whereby the root syllable is accented in the 
strong cases while the accent remains on the stem formative in the 
weak cases. This group of words form the “proterokinetic” (= “pro- 
terodynamic”) group. Similarly, operating on a hysterokinetic word, it 
will produce a word with the accent on the root syllable in the strong 
cases and on the case/number desinence in the weak ones. These 
are the “holokinetic” (= “amphikinetic”) nouns. We can illustrate the 
resulting possibilities (Table 40) from the animate (i.e., non-neuter) 
n-stems (after Oettinger, 1980).4 


In these examples at least, the pattern of ablaut is easily derived 
from the place of accent: stressed syllables have *e, unstressed 
stem syllables of strong cases have Ὃ and other potential syllables 
have zero-grade. However, the ablaut pattern in other stem classes 
was not necessarily the same. Thus the unstressed stem syllable of 
animate i- and u-stems, as well as all neuters, apparently showed 
the zero-rade, e.g., *pértus (gen. *prtéus) ‘crossing’ or the neuter 
*yekwr (gen. *yékwns) ‘liver’. As the word for ‘liver’ also shows, the 
root syllable might also have varied vowels, at least among the akro- 
static nouns. In these nouns the strong cases might show either *o 
(Type A) or *e (Type B), while the weak cases had “e. 
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TABLE 40 
ACCENT RETRACTION 


es [eT 
(gen. sg.) 
lll. (proterokinetic) 
IV. (hysterokinetic) ‘steer’ 
[tholokinetioy εδσενότ). [Ἔσωνός [ραν 


As we can see, the strong cases of the mesostatic and hystero- 
kinetic paradigms, on the one hand, and the proterokinetic and holo- 
kinetic, on the other hand, were indistinguishable, and likewise the 
weak cases of the mesostatic and proterokinetic on the one hand 
and the holokinetic and hysterokinetic on the other. Thus there was a 
lot of room for analogical transfer from one accent class to another. 
Already in late Proto-Indo-European this tidy but complicated 
schema was in the process of being rebuilt analogically, and no de- 
scendant of Proto-Indo-European shows this pattern in anything 
like its primeval guise. 

In that variety of Proto-Indo-European that gave rise to Tochar- 
ian there was evidently a tendency to conflate the protero- and hys- 
terokinetic types into a single paradigm with a hysterokinetic nomina- 
tive coupled with a proterokinetic accusative. Thus, the PIE para- 
digm for ‘father’, nom. sg. *pAter, acc. sg. soAtérm, gen. sg. *pAtros 
(a pattern preserved intact in Greek) might have looked something 
like *pAter, *pAtrm, *pAtros in pre-Proto-Tocharian.5 


Neuters, on the other hand, in Tocharian often show a predilec- 
tion for acrostatic or holokinetic types—particularly the former. The 
tendency accounts for the large number of neuters in Tocharian 
which show a lengthened grade of the root vowel, e.g., Tocharian A 
Sanwem ‘jaws’ (du.), which presupposes a PIE *génu. 


5.1 DEFINITE AND INDEFINITE IN PROTO-TOCHARIAN. Beyond 
the reduction in case and gender we have outlined, the major 
systematic or structural change to occur in the early Proto-Tochar- 
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ian nominal system was the rise of a thoroughgoing distinction 
between definite (or “particulative”) nouns and adjectives, morpho- 
logically n-stems, and indefinites of other morphological classes. 
From the comparative point of view it is important to note that this 
particular specialization of n-stems was common to both Proto- 
Tocharian and Proto-Germanic. The productivity of n-stems as 
particulatives or definites was also shared by other Indo-European 
groups to a smaller extent, particularly by Latin and Greek, where 
they often had affective meaning, e.g., Greek Strabon versus strabds 
‘squinting’ or Latin Cato versus catus ‘sharp, cunning’ (see now 
Maher, 1974:148-149). In Greek and Latin this possibility remained 
rather peripheral, but it was evidently an option much more widely 
used in Germanic and Tocharian. The result in Germanic and 
Tocharian was that many nouns, originally of other stem classes, 
were replaced entirely by their corresponding n-stem counterparts, 
e.g., Gothic augo ‘eye’ or the word for ‘tongue’ in both Germanic and 
Tocharian: Gothic tuggo or Tocharian B kantwo [A kantu]. 


More importantly, in the dialects of late Proto-Indo-European 
ancestral to Germanic and Tocharian, the singulative or definitizing 
function of the n-stem was extended also to adjectives—perhaps by 
way of the use of singulative nouns as nominal modifiers. This exten- 
sion created parallel declensions of semantically definite adjectives 
on the one hand (which were morphologically n-stems) and seman- 
tically indefinite adjectives on the other (morphologically of other 
stem types).6 In Germanic this contrast is that between “weak” 
adjectives and “strong” ones. 


Proto-Germanic ultimately lost the ability to form parallel singu- 
lative nouns, but the two declensions of adjectives have remained 
remarkably stable—being retained to the present by most Germanic 
languages. In Proto-Tocharian, on the other hand, the situation was 
transformed by the re-analysis of the definites/particulatives as 
nouns denoting rational beings. As a result of this re-analysis, par- 
allel n-stem nouns were now limited to those nouns which denoted 
rational beings, and n-stem parallels to other nouns disappeared. 
Then, where the two varieties of declension still existed side by side, 
as was the case for nouns denoting rational beings, they merged. 
Normally the merger was under the form of the “strong” declension 
but with the accusative singular after the form of the old n-stem, i.e., 
with PTch *-na(n).’ Finally, as a corollary, the accusative singular 
*na(n) of etymological n-stems of nouns NOT denoting rational 
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beings was lost, as it was felt inappropriate outside of the semanti- 
cally defined class. Somewhere along the line the Proto-Tocharian 
“strong” and “weak” adjectives also fell together, though without any 
discernible semantic basis determining the outcome (see also 
Adams, 1980). 


Formally, it would appear that “weak” nouns and adjectives were 
usually constructed by adding a suffix *-(E)en-8 to the pre-existing 
stem. Thus, beside ordinary thematics we have stems in *-e-Een-,9 
beside a-, i-, and u-stems there were -a-Een-, -i-Een-, and -u-Een- 
respectively. These particular formations are probably all relatively 
young. With a-stems we also find abundant traces of an older 
enlargement *-a-n- (<*-eA-n-) seen also in Germanic (compare 
Gothic tuggo ‘tongue’ and Tocharian B kantwo—the latter with meta- 
thesis of initial and medial stop). 


5.2 NOUNS AND ADJECTIVES IN (PIE) *-0- and *-a- (*-eA-). Though 
nouns and adjectives were declined alike in Proto-Indo-European, 
whatever their stem class, their morphological histories have 
diverged sufficiently in Tocharian that it becomes convenient to take 
them up separately. We will start then with nouns and, among them, 
with the commonest single subtype, the thematic noun. Our dis- 
cussion will be limited to the nominative and accusative; for the geni- 
tive, see section5.8. The dual, too, will be taken up separately in 
section 5.7. 


5.21 NON-NEUTER NOUNS ENDING IN (PIE) *-os. A Proto- 
Indo-European noun such as *ékwos ‘horse’ would have shown the 
array of nominative and accusative, singular and plural forms given 
in Table 41. The phonetically expected Proto-Tocharian forms are 
given in square brackets. 
TABLE 41 
DECLENSION OF THE NON-NEUTER 
THEMATIC NOUN IN PIE 


τ ἢ SINGULAR PLURAL 
Nom. | ékwos —[jékwe] | 6kwoy10 [{ἀκννὰ] 
Acc. |ékwom [iakwa(n)] ékwons [ia@kwens] 
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This schema represents those thematic nouns which were not 
stressed on the final, suffixal, syllable. Those that were so stressed 
would have shown different accusative singulars and nominative 
plurals, namely *-e(n) and *-ey respectively. With the retraction of 
final stress to the penultimate syllable (no Proto-Tocharian form 
except monosyllabic ones were end-stressed), the two subtypes 
were no longer predictably distinguished, and they were merged. 
The accusative singular of the end-stressed nouns survived, but in 
the plural it was the nominative of those nouns which were not end- 
stressed which we find reflected in Tocharian (B) nouns.11 


Tocharian B shows the Proto-Tocharian state of affairs here as 
elsewhere. Tocharian A has rebuilt the nominative plural to -a/i on 
the model of the n-stems, where the nominative plural is identical to 
the accusative except for the substitution of - for -s (Table 42). 


TABLE 42 
THEMATIC NOUNS IN TOCHARIAN A AND B 


ΒΕΒΕ ΒΒ ΗΝ 
yakwe — [Ayuk] [γακννί [Α γωκαῆ] 
yakwe [Αγωκ] | yakwem [Α yukas] 


5.22 NEUTER NOUNS IN (PIE) *-om. In late Proto-Indo-European 
the nominative-accusative singular of the thematic neuter ended in 
*om, the nominative-accusative plural in *-a (earlier *-eA). When un- 
stressed the singular ending would have given Proto-Tocharian 
*G(n) [AB -@). If stressed it would have given Proto-Tocharian 
*e(n) [A -@, B -e]. The stressed subvariety is to be seen in a few 
isolated lexical items, most noticeably in B kante [A kant] ‘hundred’ 
from PIE *kmtom, but such words no longer show the expected plural 
in -a. For B kante we find the plural kantenma, for A kant we have 
kantant(u). Only those neuters not end-stressed remain recogniz- 
ably thematic and then, because final -a is normally lost in Tochar- 
ian A, usually only in Tocharian B. We have, for example, B pikul 
‘year’, pl. pikwala (/pikwal/ and /pikwala/ respectively) and A pokdil, pl. 
pukla. Because the unstressed (PIE) *-om of the singular eventually 
fell together with the zero-endings of certain other neuter classes 
and because the plural ἃ was extended to many non-thematic 
neuters even in late Proto-Indo-European, the class as a whole 
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has attracted many nouns originally of other types, e.g., in Tochar- 
ian B yasar, ysara ‘blood(s)’ (PIE *EesAor) or puwar, pwara ‘fire(s)’ 
(PIE *ouAor [<*p(e)Awor] ). By another analogy, Tocharian A shows 
both of these as neuter n-stems, i.e., ysar, ysaraém and por, 
pordm.12 


5.23 NON-NEUTER NOUNS ENDING IN (PIE) *-a- (EARLIER 
*eA-). Proto-Indo-European nouns in *-a (*-eA), typically feminine, 
were in origin identical with the thematic neuter plurals which also 
ended in “ἃ (~eA), both being collectives semantically. In addition to 
forming collectives and abstracts, from a very early time this stem 
formative had become the feminine counterpart to masculine and 
neuter o-stems. At first this relationship was only derivational, but 
later it became an inflectional one, particularly in the o-stem 
adjective. In some Indo-European groups this long-standing 
association has led to a fair amount of mutual influence between a- 
and o-stems, but this has not happened to any degree in 
Tocharian. The reconstructed Proto-Indo-European declension for 
this type of noun, along with its reconstructed Proto-Tocharian 
descendant, are given in Table 43 (Proto-Tocharian forms are 
again given in square brackets). The word used to exemplify this 
class is PIE *gwena ‘woman’ (PTch *Sana ‘wife’). 


TABLE 43 
DECLENSION OF PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN a-STEMS 


ΒΕ ΕΝ 
INom. | gwena [Sana] gwenas_ [Sana] 
gwenam _[Sano(n)]13 |gwenas [Sana] 


The identity of the plural (both nominative and accusative) with 
the nominative singular was evidently felt as a difficulty but, since the 
solutions to this “difficulty” adopted by Tocharian B differ from those 
seen in Tocharian A, the reconstruction of this paradigm must have 
taken place after the break-up of Proto-Tocharian unity. 


In Tocharian A the normal solution was to extend the nominative 
singular ending -a to the accusative singular. (This is hard to demon- 
strate in nouns where final vowels were ultimately lost, but one can 
see it in adjectives where the new accusative singular was protected 
by the addition of *-na, e.g., astaryam ‘pure’ or parnontsam 
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‘splendid’.) The new accusative singular in -ἃ would have overlapped 
with the accusative -a (from *-a/na]]) of an-stems and, as a result, 
the a-stem nouns and adjectives adopted the plural endings of the 
an-stems, e.g., lantsafi, lantsam ‘queens’.14 This same develop- 
ment is to be seen in the few masculine a-stem nouns in Tochar- 
ian B, e.g., Kausenta ‘murderer’ (on the acc. sg. kausentai, see 
below), (nom. pl.) Kausentafi, and by those epicene adjectives which 
show only -a, e.g., (masc./fem. nom. sg.) aknatsa ‘foolish’ (aknatsai, 
aknatsafi, aknatsam) or -rita ‘seeking, searching’.15 


In| Tocharian B the situation is more varied. Besides nouns 
showing the same development we find in Tocharian A, there are at 
least two other possibilities. The most conservative solution to the 
problem presented by the regular phonological development of PIE 
a-stems in Tocharian was to add the plural morpheme -na, origi- 
nally abstracted from neuter n-stems (see section 5.311), either to 
the undercharacterized plural in *-a (PIE *-as), i.e., as in B -ana (com- 
pare also B akruna ‘tears” from PIE *(d)akruA + -na) or, as in the 
case of PIE *gwena, to the accusative singular in -o, i.e., Snona 
‘wives’. But this situation was by no means a common one. Such 
nouns in Tocharian B Sana, lantsa, and sarya ‘beloved’ and the relic 
adjective formations alyak (acc. sg. alyok) ‘other’ (fem.) and somo 
‘one’ (fem.) completely exhaust the list of nouns and adjectives which 
preserve the expected accusative singular.16 More common in 
Tocharian B was the creation of a plural -ana beside an accusative 
singular in -ai (<*a-ja[na] < [late] PIE *a-Eenm). Thus we have 
mfcuska ‘princess’ with an accusative singular mfcuskai and a 
nom./acc. plural mficuskana. 


The difference between the Tocharian A restructuring of the para- 
digm and that of Tocharian B can be summarized by looking at the 
paradigm shown in Table 44 for ‘nun’ in both languages (B asiya, A 
aSi from Prakrit aSya).17 


Ε ΤΑΒΙΕ 44 
“REGULAR” a-STEMS ΙΝ TOCHARIAN A AND B 


P. 1] SINGULAR PLURAL 


Nom. | asiya [A asi] aSiyana [A aSyan ~ as$afi] 
asiyai [A asi] aSiyana [A aSyas ~ assas] 
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5.24 THE DECLENSION OF (PIE) THEMATIC ADJECTIVES IN 
TOCHARIAN. Most of the complexities of declension of this group of 
adjectives lie in the interchange of palatalized and non-palatalized 
stem final consonants, and these complexities can be laid squarely 
to the conflation of “strong” and “weak” adjectives (see section 5.1). 
Their discussion may be put off until later (section 5.32). Here we 
need discuss only the actual case/number desinences. The usual 
Tocharian endings are tabulated in Table 45. 


TABLE 45 
ENDINGS OF THE THEMATIC ADJECTIVES IN 
TOCHARIAN A AND B18 


ἮΝ MASCULINE NEUTER FEMININE 


-(y)a [A -(i)] 
-(y)ai 
[A - 
(yjam] 
-anal/-ona 
[A -am] 


-anal/-ona 
[A -am] 


In general, these endings parallel the corresponding nominal ones 
closely. Noteworthy, however, are the nominative and accusative 
plural masculine in Tocharian A. The nominative plural in A must 
reflect PIE ον when stressed, while the B equivalent, -i, reflects the 
unstressed PIE *-oy. The Tocharian A accusative plural is the direct 
phonetic outcome of PTch *ens, while the -as of the thematic nouns 
has its vowel analogically after the old singular forms. 


5.25 PIE *yo-STEM ADJECTIVES AND NOUNS. The variety of late 
Proto-Indo-European which was the ancestor of Tocharian evi- 
dently showed a predilection for substituting *yo/a- for earlier *-o/a-. 
In nouns we might note the correspondence of Tocharian B 
wastarye ‘liver’ (?) and the Hesychian hustros ‘gastér of B nakatsa 
‘fool(ish) and Greek agndtos ‘unknown’ (note that Tocharian shows 
an active meaning for the PIE participial *-to-, whereas Greek shows 
the more usual passive meaning). Particularly productive in Tochar- 
ian are adjectives of “appurtenance” stemming from PIE *-syo- 
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(possibly *-skyo-) and *-nyo- (Tocharian B -sse and -Afe) and adjec- 
tives of possession (i.e., ‘having the property of or being in posses- 
sion of’) from PIE *-tyo- (Tocharian B -tstse) [: English ‘level- 
headed’ from *-to-]. 


5.3 PIE n-STEM NOUNS AND ADJECTIVES. As we have already 
noted (see section 5.1), PIE n-stems have played a dramatic role in 
the history of Tocharian—both as nouns and as adjectives. As one 
would expect, given their prominence in late Proto-Ilndo-European 
and Proto-Tocharian, they have left many reflexes in both Tochar- 
ian A and B. 


5.31 PIE n-STEM NOUNS. The two Tocharian languages show evi- 
dence of at least five different types of PIE n-stems: (1) (acrostatic) 
neuters, (2)non-neuters with a nominative singular in *-on, accusa- 
tive singular in *-enm (a sub-variety of the hysterokinetics?), 
(3) non-neuters with a nominative singular in *-on, accusative singu- 
lar in *-onm (holokinetic), (4) non-neuters with the *-on- extended 
throughout the paradigm, and (5)non-neuters with a nominative 
singular in θη, accusative singular in *-enm (hysterokinetic). 


5.311 NEUTERS. Only one type of neuter appears in Tocharian. This 
type, the acrostatic, shows the expected zero-grade of the stem 
formative throughout the paradigm. In Proto-Indo-European the 
singular (nominative and accusative) ended in *-n, which gave PTch 
*a(n), while the plural ended in Proto-Indo-European and Proto- 
Tocharian *-na. A typical example of this type is provided by B fem 
‘name’, pl. fMemna. Evidence for other Proto-Indo-European groups 
indicates that the root vowel in this word was *-o-, i.e., that it was an 
acrostatic noun of Type B. Tocharian shows an analogical shift to 
Type A with a long *-6- in the nominative/accusative. 


The plural of this type has enjoyed independent productivity in 
both languages. It came to form plurals, usually feminine, to nouns 
whose own inherited plurals were no longer sufficiently characterized 
because of phonetic attrition. We have already seen the creation of 
new plurals or the reinforcement of old ones in this way for a-stem 
nouns (see section 5.23). The same is true for Tocharian B akruna 
‘tears’ (PIE *(d)akruA + -na) or ersna ‘form’ (pl. tant.) ([as if] from PIE 
*oresA + -na). For this last word one should compare the old singu- 
lar, now a lexically distinct item, ere ‘appearance’ (PIE “oros). As a 
plural ending to reinforce older plurals, Tocharian A -(a)m (PTch 
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*na) is not as popular a choice as it is in Tocharian B, but it does 
occur in this capacity with moderate frequency, e.g., poram ‘fires’. 


Particularly popular in Tocharian B is the “double” suffix -nma 
(from earlier *:mna by metathesis) originally from neuters in PIE *-mn, 
for instance, cokanma ‘lamps’ (Sg. cok) or wakanma ‘distinctions’ (sg. 
waki). In the case of this last example Tocharian B has an analogical 
singular compared to the more original Tocharian A wakaém, while 
the Tocharian B plural, wakanma, is original and it is the Tochar- 
ian A plural, wakmant, which has been rebuilt. 


5.312 NON-NEUTERS WITH A NOMINATIVE IN *-on, ACCUSA- 
TIVE IN *-enm. The nominative singular, PIE *-on, would have given 
PTch *-o(n), while the accusative singular would have given *-jana(n). 
The only noun faithfully to reflect this archaic pattern is Tocharian A 
Som ‘young man’ [B Saumo ‘person’], acc. Somam [BSaumorm]. 
Tocharian B has generalized the -o-. The Proto-Tocharian shape 
would have been nom. *Sawmo, acc. S$awmdnda(n). There are no 
plural forms attested for this word in Tocharian A, while in Tochar- 
ian B we find the curious §$amna (PTch *Sawmna?), which must be 
the result of rebuilding. 


5.313 NON-NEUTERS WITH A NOMINATIVE IN *-on, ACCUSA- 
TIVE IN *-onm. Again the nominative singular would be Proto- 
Tocharian *-0(n), while the accusative singular would give PTch 
*-ena(n). This pattern too is represented, but by a single word: 
Tocharian B ku ‘dog’ [A ku], acc. kwem [A kom]. In this case the 
nominative singular, PTch *ku, shows the special development of PIE 
*-o- when preceded in a final syllable by ἣν. The plural is not attested 
in either language (B kwen*, A kon*?). 


5.314 NON-NEUTERS WITH A NOMINATIVE IN *-on, ACCUSA- 
TIVE IN *-onm. The Proto-Indo-European paradigm for this group 
would have been as shown in Table 46 (Proto-Tocharian reflexes in 
square brackets). 


This subvariety is well represented in both languages. As an 
example we can cite Tocharian B kantwo [A kantu] ‘tongue’, acc. 
kantwa [A kantu], nom. pl. kantwaf* (cf. onkolmaf ‘elephants’) [A 
kantwafi], acc. pl. kantwam [A kantwas]. In this particular noun, the 
expected nominative singular in *-u was replaced, in Proto-Tochar- 
ian times, by the analogical wo. The accusative singular lost the in- 
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TABLE 46 7 
NON-NEUTERS WITH A NOMINATIVE IN *-on, 
ACCUSATIVE IN *-onm 


Ld SINGULAR PLURAL 
a π΄ 
-onm _ [-ana(n)]__|-on(n)s__[-ans?] 


herited *-na(n) once that had been interpreted as a marker of rational 
beings only. 


5.315 NON-NEUTERS WITH A NOMINATIVE IN *-en, ACCUSA- 
TIVE IN *-enm. The Proto-Indo-European paradigm for this group 
would have been as given in Table 47 (again, the Proto-Tocharian 
reflexes are in square brackets): 


TABLE 47 ᾿ 
NON-NEUTERS WITH A NOMINATIVE ΙΝ *-én, 
ACCUSATIVE IN *-enm 


= SINGULAR PLURAL 


ΠΕΣ ἘΠῚ -enes -enes ἐἀ[ςἰδη[Δ] 
pss (ans) 


By itself this group is poorly represented in Tocharian. It can be 
reconstructed in the case of B aulare ‘companion’ (nom. pl. aulare/i) 
and A olar ‘id.’ (nom. pl. o/arif). Tocharian B has generalized the *-e- 
originally proper only to the nominative singular, but the PIE *-e- can 
still be seen in the Tocharian A plural olarif (<*olarah). Otherwise 
words originally in this group (e.g., mefe ‘moon, month’ [: Gothic 
ména ‘moon’]) fell together with the original hysterokinetic i-stems 
(e.g., aSce ‘head’ [: Lithuanian akstis ‘spikelet’] ). Of the forms of the 
nominative and accusative, only the nominative plural would have dif- 
fered in the two groups. Both original i- and n-stems show PTch 
*jayja [AB -ἢ from PIE *eyes. See section 5.51. 


Where we find this group abundantly represented in Tocharian is 
when it acts as the “weak” declension extender of a-, i-, and u- 
stems. It is perhaps clearest where it extends j-stems, e.g., B riye 
[A ri] ‘city’, acc. ri [A ri], nom. pl. rif [A rif], acc. pl. rim* [A ris] from 
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PIE *wriEen, *wriEenm, *wriEenes, and *wriHn(a)s respectively.19 
Extending u-stems, the result would be B -iye, -i, -if, and -om 
(<*-um < *-uEn(n)s). Usually the vowel -i- was extended to the accu- 
sative plural, with the result that -i-Een- and -u-Een- fell together, 
except that -u-Een- does not palatalize the preceding consonant and 
does umlaut a preceding vowel, while -i-Een- does the opposite 
(B proskiye ‘fear’ but ysiye ‘night’). Less usually we have the vowel of 
the accusative plural extended to the nominative, e.g., B prari ‘finger’ 
(nom./acc. sg.) but prarofi (nom. pl.), prarom (acc. pl.) (there are no 
examples in Tocharian A). The type in -i- was productive in Proto- 
Tocharian and could be added to other stems, e.g., to PTch "Kama 
‘direction’ (<*klimnp [: Greek klima ‘id.’] we get "κι (ἄγη: -ie, giving B 
kalymiye or *peja ‘foot (< dual “pode) we get “peja-je (B paiyye, A 
pe). 

Late PIE -a-Een-, -a-Eenm, -a-Eenes, -aEn(n)s should have given 
PTch -ae (or -ojo?), -aja, -ajanja, -ans. The identity of the accusative 
plural with that of the 0/an-stems allowed for much interpenetration 
of the two types, with the result that an old on-stem like B okso has 
a paradigm okso, oksai, oksain*, oksaim (see section 5.23). One 
should note that nowhere does the expected nominative singular 
survive in Tocharian B; it is always replaced by -o or -iye. We should 
also note that Tocharian A extends this type (with A -e-). at the 
expense of the type in -i-, e.g., A kalyme ‘direction’ rather than 
“kalymi. 


5.32 N-STEM ADJECTIVES. When we turn our attention to n-stem 
adjectives in Tocharian, we find that, aside from small, residual 
examples, there is abundant evidence for two formally productive 
types. One of them corresponds to our second nominal class (i.e., 
nom. sg. *-on, oblique *-en- while the other is secondarily derived 
from thematic and a-stem adjectives, i.e., *-e-Een- and *-a-Een-. 


The evidence for the first group of adjectives is more explicit. 
Declined in this fashion are several adjectives in Tocharian B and 
one or two in Tocharian A based on a PIE *modn/-men-, e.g., 
Tocharian B klyomo [A klyom] ‘noble’. In Tocharian B the reflex of 
the *-o- of the nominative singular has been extended throughout the 
masculine paradigm. Thus we find klyomo, klyomom (also klyomont), 
klyomofh, klyomom. ἴῃ Tocharian A, on the other hand, though the 
declension as a whole has been assimilated to that of the nt-stems 
(compare the B acc. sg. klyomont and see section 5.625), we see 
traces of PIE *-e- in the acc. sg. klyomant, acc. pl. kKlyoméaficas* (cf. 
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Sol-Soluneyumancas ‘life-living’). The feminine in both languages is 
also built on *men-. Tocharian B adds *-ya- (no doubt the older 
situation), while Tocharian A adds *-a-, e.g., B klyomfia [A 
klyomim].20 


Our second group of adjectives, the “post-thematics,” were the 
productive “weak” declension in Proto-Tocharian. They are widely 
attested, but everywhere they have become conflated with their 
thematic, i.e., “strong,” counterparts (see section5.1). In both the 
masculine and feminine singular the conflation results in Tochar- 
ian B in the preservation of the “strong” nominative singular but the 
“weak” accusative singular. The situation is essentially the same in 
Tocharian A, though in that language the “weak” accusative forms 
have been rebuilt so as to have the vowel of the corresponding 
strong forms.21 However, the expected accusative singular “weak” 
form of the feminine does appear in Tocharian A relegated to the 
genitive singular (acc. astaryam, gen. astarye* ‘pure’ (cf. rtarye ‘red’) 
(Table 48). 


TABLE 48 
“POST-THEMATIC” ADJECTIVES 


PROTO-TOCHARIAN 
TOCH. A | TOCH. B 
“STRONG” “WEAK” 


*.Ce *-Cje(n) _ C Ξ 
[PIE *-Cos] [PIE *-Cen] 

M.acc *-Ca(n) *-Cjana(n) -C’am -C’em22 

[PIE *-Com] [PIE *-Cenm] 


- Ce 
F.nom. |*-Ca ? -C -Ca 
[PIE *-Ca] 
F.acc. |*-o/a *-aja[na] -Cam -Cai 
[PIE *-Cam] 
In the plural the situation is a bit more complex. In both lan- 
guages the usual development in the masculine is to extend the pal- 
atalization of the “weak” stem throughout the plural paradigm 


through the actual endings as those of the “strong” stem. Thus in 
Tocharian A we have (nom.) -C’e, (acc.) -C’es, while in B we have 
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(nom.) -C’i, (acc.) -C’em. In the Tocharian B reflexes of many PIE 
ro-stems, however, we find only the expected descendants of the 
“weak”: declension, i.e., (nom.) -ef, (acc.) -enam (e.g., [sg.] /are 
‘dear’, /jarem, [pl.] laren, larenam). The feminine, in all cases, shows 
PTch -ona (B -ona, A -am), originally the “strong” ending.23 


5.33 ANALOGICAL EXTENSION OF MORPHOLOGICAL PALATALI- 
ZATION. The distribution of palatalization of the stem-final conso- 
nant that resulted from the conflation of the two declensions was 
itself to have wide extension. Thus we would expect the acc. sg. 
masc. of the preterite participle in Tocharian B, where the participle 
has not been conflated with the nt-stems, to end in -s (from PIE 
*wosm). What we find, however, is -s, and it seems reasonable to 
suppose that the expected “-s has been made over into - because 
of the Tocharian speaker’s feeling that the accusative singular is 
marked, among other things, by palatalization. Even more obvious, 
perhaps, is the remodeling to be seen in the word for ‘one’ in 
Tocharian A. An original paradigm PIE *sém(s), acc. *semm was 
rebuilt, on the basis of a thematic derivative, to *sem/(s), acc. 
*som(H)om, nom. pl. *som(H)oy, acc. *som(H)ons.24 At some later 
date in Proto-Tocharian, the palatalization that was proper to the 
nominative singular was extended to all forms of the masculine. We 
find therefore in Tocharian B: nom. sg. se, acc. sg. seme, nom. pl. 
semi, acc. pl. gemem*. In Tocharian A, on the other hand, the nomi- 
native singular was rebuilt without palatalization (i.e., sas) because of 
the speaker’s feeling that palatalization was not appropriate in the 
nominative singular. (The inherited sa- exists residually in such 
expressions as Sak sapi ‘eleven’. The most notable extension of this 
pattern of palatalization is to be seen, however, in the demonstrative 
pronoun in both languages. To use Tocharian B as our example we 
have: sg. se (acc. ce), pl. cey (acc. cem) from PIE *so (acc. *tom), 
pl. *toy (acc. *tons), instead of sg. se (acc. “te), pl. “tey (acc. 
“tem).25 


Later, in the separate history of Tocharian A, n-stem byforms 
were to enjoy considerable popularity. Thus fairly early, before the 
loss of final vowels, came the extension of n-stem forms to the 
accusative singular of the feminine (i.e., -C’am) and later, after the 
loss of final vowels, to all forms, at least optionally, of yo-stem 
adjectives save the masculine nominative singular (cf. the plethora 
of alternatives for the feminine accusative singular of syo-stems: 


122 


The Noun 


-si, -sim, -sinam, -syam, -ssam —in -sinam we even have the -n- 
added twice). 


5.4 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN r-STEMS. Aside from the n- 
stems, the only class of nouns ending in a PIE resonant to retain its 
integrity as a class in Proto-Tocharian were those r-stem nouns 
designating various kin relationships, i.e., the words for ‘father’, 
‘mother’, ‘brother’, ‘sister’, and ‘daughter’. The most likely Proto- 
Indo-European paradigm for *pAtér ‘father’ is given in Table 49. 


TABLE 49 
PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PARADIGM 
OF *pAter 


he SINGULAR PLURAL 


Nom | pair | paeres 


The major structural difference between this paradigm and that 
which we can reconstruct for Proto-Tocharian is the generalization 
in the latter of the stem *pAtr- at the expense of *oAter-. The most 
direct prototypes of the actual Tocharian forms for the accusative 
singular would have been *pAtrm. Exactly the same restructuring is 
seen in Latin patrem. With this restructuring and with the generaliza- 
tion of the open syllable outcome of PIE *-A- (from the nominative 
singular), we would expect the paradigm for ‘father’ in Proto- 
Tocharian to be as shown in Table 50. 


TABLE 50 
PROTO-TOCHARIAN PARADIGM OF 
*pAter 


a SINGULAR PLURAL 


fom | pager | alee —_ 
nce. | para 


Tocharian B shows the regular phonological reflexes of the re- 
constructed Proto-Tocharian singular forms, nom. pacer, acc. 
pataér. Tocharian A has extended the nominative singular (pacar) to 
the accusative also. The Tocharian A plural forms are based on the 
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inherited nominative plural pacar, namely /pacar-i/ and /pacar-as/. 
The endings themselves are the expected ones from the other reso- 
nant and consonant stems (see sections 5.5 and 5.6).26 


Tocharian B has, in a somewhat similar fashion, rebuilt the 
plurals to these nouns of relationship. However, in Tocharian B we 
have two competing methods of forming the plural, neither of which 
matches that of Tocharian A. The simplest rebuilding, attested for all 
five nouns and the only one attested for macer ‘mother’ and ser 
‘sister’, consists of the simple addition of the common plural allo- 
morph -a in both the nominative and accusative, e.g., pacera 
‘fathers’, or macera ‘mothers’. Beside this formation is one attested 
by pacer ‘father’, procer ‘brother’, and tkacer ‘daughter’, where -ἢ is 
added, in both the nominative and accusative, to the accusative 
singular stem, e.g., patarf ‘fathers’ or tkatarfi ‘daughters’. One could 
certainly imagine an analogical nominative plural patarfi being con- 
structed on the model of an inherited accusative plural *oataérm 
(PTch *patréns) but, if so, one wonders why the accusative plural 
should then be displaced by the nominative plural in these nouns but 
no others. The complete story of these plurals remains to be told. 


5.5 OTHER PIE RESONANT STEMS. Of the other possible Proto- 
Indo-European stem types ending in a resonant, e.g., -/, or -r/n het- 
eroclites, etc., Tocharian knows only i-stems and u-stems, and 
then only as substantives. If that variety of late Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean that gave rise to Tocharian had i-stem adjectives, they may 
have been replaced by yo-stems; certainly etymological u-stem 
adjectives normally appear as ro-stems, e.g., B sware ‘sweet’ 
[: Greek hédus ‘sweet’] or B parkare [A parkar] ‘long’ [: Hittite parkus 
‘high’, Armenian barjr ‘id.’]. For a case where the u-stem adjective 
remained an u-stem, see section 5.52. 


Among the nouns, we find the i-stems and u-stems in almost 
complementary distribution in that Tocharian shows no traces of /- 
stem neuters but two groups of i-stem non-neuters (cf. the similar 
distribution in Greek), while among the u-stems the neuters form a 
large group in Tocharian and the non-neuters that we would expect, 
on comparative evidence, to belong to this group have largely been 
shifted to other declensional classes. 


5.51 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN i-STEM NOUNS. Only non- 
neuter /-stems survive in Tocharian. They come in two varieties: 
(1)the descendants of hysterokinetic i-stems (with a nominative 
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singular in *-€(y)s), (2) proterokinetic i-stems (nominative singular in 
*.is). The paradigm of the first variety is illustrated in Table 51 by the 
PIE antecedent of Tocharian B asce ‘head’, *akste(y)s [: Lithuanian 
akstis ‘small pointed stick’] with the same “proterokinetic” accusative 
singular seen in Tocharian B patdar ‘father’ [: nom. sg. pacer]. 


TABLE 51 
HYSTEROKINETIC PIE i-STEMS 


| SINGULAR PLURAL 


om_| _absais 


Such a paradigm would have given Proto-Tocharian *-jé in the 
nominative singular, πᾶ in the accusative singular, *jay/@ in the 
nominative plural, and *-a4ns in the accusative plural. This type 
became confounded with the hysterokinetic n-stems (those showing 
an alternation of *-én- and *-en-). Once the PTch *-na(n) of the accu- 
sative singular had been reanalyzed as a marker of rational beings, 
the two types would have been identical except in the nominative 
plural, *-(ayia but *-/anja. The combined declension adopted the nomi- 
native plural of the i-stems. The resulting paradigm, shown in 
Table 52, is best seen in Tocharian B (see also section 5.315). 


TABLE 52 
REFLEXES OF PIE HYSTEROKINETIC 
i-STEMS IN TOCHARIAN B 


i SINGULAR PLURAL 


Nom | asco | ΝΝ 


The second group of i-stems, the proterokinetics, is perhaps 
best represented by the Proto-Indo-European paradigm “loksis 
‘salmon’ [: Lithuanian /asis ‘id.’] and its Tocharian B reflex, laks ‘fish’, 
shown in Table 53. See also section 3.111. 


5.52 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN u-STEMS. Unlike their i-stem 
counterparts, neuter u-stems are abundant in both Tocharian 
languages, while non-neuters are almost non-existent. A typical 
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TABLE 53 
PROTEROKINETIC PIE i-STEMS 


a SINGULAR PLURAL 
INom. | loksis [B laks] lokseyes [B laksi] 
loksim [B laks] loksins [B laksam] 


example, whose etymological antecedents are clear, is Tocharian B 
ost ‘house’ [A wast], plural ostwa [A wastu], from PIE *wostu and 
*wostweA respectively. This word, of Course, represents an acro- 
static noun of Type B. An example of a TypeA acrostatic is seen in 
AB yok ‘(body-)hair’, B plural yakwa ‘fleece’ from PIE 
*dekul*dékweA.28 Beside the phonologically expected plural in -u, 
Tocharian A also shows -wa, with the final -a restored from those 
cases where it was protected by an enclitic “case” ending, and -unt, 
where the -u has been extended by the very productive plural mor- 
pheme -nt. Doublets are not unknown, e.g., kursarwa and kurtsru 
‘miles’ (sg. kursar). An earlier Proto-Indo-European plural ending, 
*uA, is preserved in Tocharian B akruna ‘tears’ and A akrunt ‘id.’, 
where the Proto-Tocharian plural *akru (PIE *(d)akruA) has under- 
gone independent renewal in both languages. 


The one non-neuter that most clearly shows its etymological 
origin as an u-stem is Tocharian B soy ‘son’ [A se]. The Tochar- 
ian A genitive singular seyo [B seyi, with -i replacing the expected 
*-ew] strongly suggests that late Proto-Indo-European *suyus 
underwent dissimilation to *soyus. This dissimilation was similar to, 
but in the opposite direction from, that dissimilation which gave 
Greek huids beside huius ‘son’. The development of the PIE singular 
is quite straightforward (Table 54). 


For the plural we would expect a PIE *soyewes (*suyewes) in the 
nominative and *soyuns (*suyuns) in the accusative. The nominative 
plural should have produced Tocharian A “seyu (PTch *seyiawja), 
and it is this that probably lies behind the actually occurring nomina- 
tive plural sewaf (from *seyu + -a/). The attested accusative plural, 
sewas, is built on the model of the nominative. In Tocharian B, on 
the other hand, the original plural has been replaced by the form 
sasuwa, which Winter (1985) takes as an old past participle to PIE 
*su(H)- ‘bear, give birth to’. 
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TABLE 54 
DEVELOPMENT OF PIE *soyus (*suyus) 


PROTO- 
TOCH. 


soyus soya 


ace. [sow τοάηῃ [se [soy 
Finally we should look at the single u-stem adjective which sur- 
vives as such in Tocharian B, colye ‘wild, fierce’. Only a partial para- 
cally the same “mixed” hysterokinetic paradigm seen in Tochar- 
ian B pacer or asce. The presumed Proto-Indo-European para- 
TABLE 55 
PIE u-STEM ADJECTIVES 
Nom. | dhwesla(w)s [colye]29 | dhwéslewes [coly'] 
dhwéslum [00 _|dhwésluns _ [cola] 
cal description of those stems of Proto-Indo-European that ended 
in some sort of an obstruent (and monosyllabic roots ending in a res- 
On the one hand, we have those that end in *-s or *-nt, which tended 
to interact with one another because of their common use as 
in something other than *-s and *-nt. Because this second group ulti- 
mately came to share many similarities with the i-stems already 
5.61 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN OBSTRUENT STEMS OTHER 
THAN THOSE ENDING IN *s AND *nt. A Proto-Indo-European 


Acc. 

8 
digm is attested, but from what we have it is clear that we have basi- 
digm (and its Tocharian B descendant) is presented in Table 55. 

SINGULAR PLURAL 

5.6 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN OBSTRUENT STEMS. In a histori- 
onant, e.g., *gwow- ‘cow’, they rather naturally fall into two groups. 
builders of verbal participles. On the other, we have those that ended 
discussed (section 5.51), we will take it up first. 
noun ending in an obstruent might be expected to have shown the 
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following paradigm. The example shown in Table 56 is a presumed 
PIE *leghs ‘thief (literally, ‘he who lies in wait’). 


TABLE 56 
PIE NOUNS ENDING IN AN OBSTRUENT30 


—_ SINGULAR PLURAL 


INom. |leghs [idk] leghes  [Ijakia] 
leghm  [lidka(n))__|leghns [ἀκᾶμ5] 


Except for the replacement of PTch “Wjakja by *l/akiayja, modeled 
after the i-stems (cf. the similar substitution of *-jay/a for *-janja, 
section 5.315), this paradigm survived unchanged in both languages. 
We find, for instance, Tocharian B nom. sg. /yak [A lyak], acc. sg. 

~ lykam [A lykaém*]—with the *-na(n) marking rational beings, nom. pl. 
AB lysi acc. pl. B lykam ~ lyakam [A lykas]. Nouns of this group often 
showed ablaut in Proto-Indo-European, most strikingly in the 
lengthened grade which was often seen in the nominative singular, 
e.g., Latin pes ‘foot’, acc. sg. pedem. No traces of this ablaut remain 
in Tocharian except possibly in the word for ‘hand’. Tocharian B sar 
appears to demand a PIE prototype *Gheser-, whereas Tocharian A 
tsar must come from PIE *g@hesor- or *Ghesér-.31 


5.62 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN STEMS IN *-s AND *-nt. These 
stem types are attested in Tocharian in two ways: (1)as neuter 
nouns (i.e., those with PIE nom. sg. *-os or *-ont), and (2) as adjec- 
tives. In this latter class are included PIE perfect participles in 
*wos-, aorist participles in *-ont-, PIE adjectives in *-mont-, and PIE 
adjectives in *-went-. Neuter nouns of these two types had PIE nomi- 
native/accusative singulars in *os and *-ont. The corresponding 
plurals were *-es(e)A and *-onteA. In Proto-Tocharian the two singu- 
lars would have become identical as PTch *-e. It appears that this 
identity in the singular engendered a similar identity in the plural 
through he generalization of PTch *-enta. 


The original s-stem neuter is to be seen most clearly in B [wake 
‘pot’, plural /waksa. We can also find it, slightly obscured, in Tochar- 
ian B ersna ‘form’ (plurale tantum), which reflects PIE *oresA + 
PTch *-na. The old singular corresponding to B ersna is B ere 
‘appearance, color’. Plurals in -nta [A -nt or with -u from *wa added 


128 


The Noun 


-ntu] have spread widely beyond their original “home” in the s- and 
nt-stems in both languages (see Van Windekens, 1979:200-210). 

A small group of holokinetic s-stems also survives in Tochar- 
ian B with an extension of the *os- originally proper to the nomina- 
tive/accusative singular. Thus we find Tocharian B pilta ‘leaf, plural 
piltasa (and dual piltas). Similarly inflected is Juwo (acc. sg. /uwa) 
‘animal’, plural /wasa. 


5.621 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN s-STEM ADJECTIVES. The 
only PIE s-stem adjectives to be preserved in Tocharian are the 
descendants of Proto-Indo-European perfect participles which 
have become Tocharian preterite participles, e.g., Tocharian B /tu 
‘(having) come out’ from PIE *(E)ludhwos (Table 57). 


TABLE 57 
PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PERFECT PARTICIPLES 


| | MASCULINE FEMININE 
πε Nom. | Eludhwos Eludhus Eludhusa32 
Acc. | Eludhwosm Eludhus Eludhusam 
PLURAL Nom. | Eludhwoses Eludhusa Eludhusas 
Acc. Eludhusns Eludhusa Eludhusas 
The first major phonological change to affect this paradigm was the 


loss of final *-s. This loss would result in the declensional pattern for 
these participles shown in Table 58. 


TABLE 58 
PRE-TOCHARIAN PERFECT PARTICIPLES 


MASCU- 
SINGULAR Nom. |/ludhwo ludhu ludhusa 
Acc. ludhwosm | ludhu ludhusa 
PLURAL Nom. |/udhwose_ |ludhusa ludhusa 
Acc. ludhusns ludhusa ludhusa 


After the loss of final *-s, the neuter singular looked exactly like the 
neuter singular of an u-stem (see section5.52) and, as a result, a 
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new neuter plural in *-wa (i.e., *1udhwa) was created. With the loss of 
the neuter as an inflectional catgory in Proto-Tocharian, the com- 
bined neuter-feminine plural was signalled by what had been the 
old neuter plural, *Iudhwa.33 


Once the various phonological changes which affected Proto- 
Tocharian vowels had taken place, we would be left with the 
paradigm given in Table 59. 


TABLE 59 
EARLY PROTO-TOCHARIAN 
PRETERITE PARTICIPLES 


| ene " MASCULINE | FEMININE 

SINGULAR Nom. |/atwu latasa 
Acc. | /atwesa(n) latéso 

PLURAL Nom. |/atwesia latwa 
Acc. |lataésans latwa 


Crucial to the further history of this paradigm was the insertion of 
an epenthetic *-4- between obstruents and a following resonant (see 
section 3.19). This change effected the paradigm shown in Table 60: 

TABLE 60 


LATER PROTO-TOCHARIAN 
PRETERITE PARTICIPLES 


Me MASCULINE FEMININE 
SINGULAR Nom. | /atawu latasa 
Acc. | /atawesa(n) lataso 


PLURAL Nom. |/atawesja latawa 
Acc. |/ataésans latawa 


The speaker of late Proto-Tocharian was thus apparently faced 
with a participal stem ending in *-a- to which one added *-wu to form 
the masculine nominative singular, *-wes- for the other “strong” 
cases and *-s- for the “weak” cases. By analogy all this meant that a 
participal stem ending in *-a-, derived from the multifarious ἃ- pret- 
erites, would have a nominative singular in *-a-wu (e.g., Tocharian B 
papaikau ‘[having] painted’) and a masculine accusative plural in 
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*a-s- (e.g., B papaikasam —for the palatalization of the stem-final s, 
see section 5.33). Outside of some archaic participles in Tochar- 
ian B (e.g., /tu ‘[having] come out), the *-wes- was replaced by *-s-, 
while in Class la *-wes- was extended to the masculine accusative 
plural. For reasons that remain obscure to me, the vowel of the 
masculine nominative singular was extended to the entire feminine in 
Tocharian B, e.g., /tusa (sg.) and /tuwa (pl.), or papaikausa (sg.) and 
papaikauwa (pl.). In Tocharian A this extension was taken further, so 
that all forms of the paradigm came to show the same vowel as the 
masculine nominative singular (Table 61). (For a fuller discussion of 
the history of the Tocharian preterite participles, see Adams, 1981.) 


5.622 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN ADJECTIVES IN *-went-. A very 
similar set of phonological and analogical changes to what we have 
just seen in section 5.621 affected the paradigm of adjectives in PIE 
*wont ~ *-unt-. The Proto-Indo-European paradigm of this kind of 
adjective, when added to a root ending in a consonant, and its later 
Proto-Tocharian reflex is given in Table 62. 


And thus, by analogy, from an adjective stem in PTch *-e- (PIE 
*0-), e.g., PTch *palle- (PIE *p/Eno-), we get a masculine nominative 
singular, *palle-w ‘full (of the moon)’, and weak cases in *paile-nt-. 


The original paradigm is best preserved in Tocharian B adjec- 
tives such as Spalu* ‘excellent’ ([as if] from PIE *@hebal-wont), e.g., 
S§palu* [A Spalu], acc. sg. Spaluwent* [A Spalunt], nom. pl. 
Spaluwefic* [A Spalus], and acc. pl. spaluwentém* (gen. pl. 
Spaluwentamts) [A Spaluficds]. The same paradigm is better attested 
in Tocharian B nausu, acc. s. nausuwent ‘earlier’. 


A special case is provided (Table 63) when *-went- is added to a 
stem ending in (PIE) *-s, e.g., B akessu ‘last’ to ake ‘end, summit’ 
[: Latin acus, aceris ‘needle, bodkin’ or Greek akosté ‘barley’] (Van 
Windekens, 1979:132). 


Such adjectives became an independently productive type in 
Tocharian B and show the expected phonological change of PTch 
*-sw- to -ss-. The -ss- was extended to all forms of the paradigm, 
including the feminine singular in -ssuntsa- from PIE *-suntya- and 
plural in -ssonta from PIE (neuter) *-sunta. The -u of the masculine 
nominative singular was also extended throughout the paradigm. The 
Tocharian B -o which appears in most of the paradigm is either the 
phonologically regular outcome of an earlier *-u- adjacent to a reso- 
nant or the result of analogical adjustment of the paradigm on the 


131 


Tocharian Historical Phonology and Morphology 


TABLE 61 
SOME TOCHARIAN PRETERITE PARTICIPLES 


s MASCULINE FEMININE 
SG 
Nom 
Acc 
PL 
Nom 
Acc 
SG 
Nom 
Acc 
PL 
Nom 
Acc 


TOCH. B TOCH. A34 TOCH. B TOCH. A 
Itu lantu Itusa' lantus _ 
ltuwes lantunt ἃ Itusai lantusam 

lantus Ituwa! lantunt 
lantufcas © | tywai lantunt 


papeku ,  |papaikausa k | papekus _ ᾿ 
papekunt papaikausai* |Ppapekusam 


papaikas® | papekus 9 , |Papaikauwa | papekunt 
papaikasam © | Papekuncas” | papaikauwa! | Ppapekunt 


8 wawayas ‘led’, yayatas ‘capable’, etc. 

Ὁ kakarpas ‘having come down’, wawayasg ‘led’, etc. 
C yayatasam ‘capable’, kaklayasam ‘fallen’. 

d yamunt ‘done’, etc. 

© yamufhcas. 

f namtsunt ‘been’. 

9 namtsus. 

ἢ namtsuficds. 

i ykusa ‘gone’. 

i ykuwa, sndtkwa ‘permeated’. 

k aksausa ‘awakened’. 

| 4mpauwa ‘rotted’, tsatsapauwa ‘ground’. 

M kaknusam ‘having come into being’, kakmusam ‘having come’. 


model of preterite participles like yamu, yamos ‘made’ (see sec- 
tion 5.623). In either case the -u- of the feminine singular must be 
analogical and based on the morphophonetic rule, also seen in the 
preterite participles, that the feminine takes the masculine 
nominative as its stem. The Tocharian A adjectives in -s(s)u 
(Table 64) are in all probability not inherited from Proto-Tocharian 
but borrowed from Tocharian B (Winter, 1955). 
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TABLE 62 
ADJECTIVES IN *-went- 


"Ἑ SINGULAR PLURAL 
-C-wont -C-wontes 
[-C-awu] [-C-awentja] 


Acc. |-C-wontm -C-untns 
[-C-awenta(n)] [-C-antans] 


TABLE 63 
ADJECTIVES IN *-s-went- 


= SINGULAR PLURAL 
-swont -swontes 
[-swu] [-swentja] 

Acc. -swontm -suntns 
[-swenta(n)] [-santans] 


TABLE 64 
TOCHARIAN ADJECTIVES IN -ssu 


— MASCULINE FEMININE 
SG. Nom. |-ssu_ [A -ssu] -ssuntsa [A -ssumts] 
Acc. |-ssont [A -ssunt] -ssuntsai [A -ssuntsam] 
PL. Nom. |-ssofic [A -ssus] -ssonta [A -ssunt] 
Acc. |-ssontam [A -ssuficas] -ssonta [A -ssunt] 


5.623 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN AORIST PARTICIPLES IN *-ont-. 
Beside the perfect participles in wos ~ *-us-,| Proto-Indo-European 
had also aorist participles ending in *-nt-, evidently showing the 
same kind of ablaut as did the corresponding perfect participles. The 
PIE paradigm of *trkont ‘(having) released’ and its putative Proto- 
Tocharian reflex is presented in Table 65. 


In Tocharian A this paradigm largely subsists. As is usual in 
Tocharian A, the vowel proper to the nominative singular is extended 
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TABLE 65 _ 
PIE AORIST PARTICIPLES IN *-Ont- ~ *nt- 


ἮΝ MASCULINE FEMININE 
INom. ἢ trkOnt [tarkO] trkontes [tarkentjal] 
trkontm [tarkenta(n)] trkntns [tarkantans] 


throughout the paradigm. The nominative plural shows the adoption 
of the ending of the perfect participle, i.e., -s. Thus, in Tocharian A 
we have tarko, acc. sg. tarkonf, nom. pl. tarkos*, and acc. pil. 
tarkoficas*, the latter with analogical palatalization (better attested is 
katko, katkont, katkos, katkoficas ‘passed over’). Conversely, the old 
perfect participles have adopted the -nt- of the aorist in the accusa- 
tive, both singular and plural (see section 5.621) Tocharian B, on the 
other hand, has taken the nominative singular as a new stem to 
which have been added the regular preterite participial endings (i.e., 
those of the perfect). Thus we find tarkoy, (tarkau, tarkowo*), acc. sg. 
tarkos, nom. pl. tarkos, and acc. pl. tarkosam*. The Tocharian B 
feminine, again taking the nominative singular of the masculine as its 
stem, shows tarkausa*, acc. sg. taérkausai*, nom./acc. pl. tarkauwa* 
(better attested is the paradigm of tsanko- ‘raised’: nom. sg. 
tsankausa, nom. acc. pl. tsankauwa). 


Once established in participles like tarko-, the -o- of the oblique 
forms has spread to the oblique forms of the reduplicated perfect 
participle such as B tetriku ‘confused’, e.g., acc. sg. and nom. pl. 
tetrikos. Only the masculine nominative singular and, of course, the 
feminine which takes that form as its stem, retain the original -u. 


5.624 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PRESENT ACTIVE PARTICI- 
PLES IN *-nt-. The Proto-Indo-European present active also had 
associated participles in *-nt-. These too survive in Tocharian, 
though many details of their history are obscure. In Tocharian B they 
occur only with thematic verbs or those whose stem ends in -a-. We 
would expect the late Proto-lIndo-European antecedents of these 
formations to be *-ont-. and *-ant- respectively. Such forms would 
give Tocharian B -ent- and -ant-, and that is almost, but not quite, 
what we find. Before the thematic ending the root-final consonant 
shows palatalization if that is possible. The palatalization is presum- 
ably analogical, but the exact mechanism remains mysterious. Old 
participles that have become exclusively agent nouns, like B 
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kausenta ‘murderer’, show in addition a suffixal -a- (see section 5.23). 
Newer, productive, participles show palatalization of the formative 
final -t-, e.g., aSefica ‘leading’, and are inflected like regular feminine 
nouns in -a-, i.e., with an accusative singular in -ai. 


The palatalization of the *-t- is particularly surprising, as nothing 
of its like is to be seen in Tocharian A, where these present active 
participles end uniformly in -nt, e.g., aSant ‘leading’. In Tocharian A 
we also find such participles occasionally fashioned to athematic 
verbs, but in those cases there is no root final palatalization preced- 
ing the participle ending -ant. 

Possible glimpses of an earlier state of affairs can be seen in the 
Tocharian adjective premtsa. The word appears to be the inherited 
feminine singular of the active present participle from PIE “bher- and 
means ‘pregnant’. When used to modify a male it means, by exten- 
sion, ‘potent’ (i.e., ‘causing the female to bear’). See Schmidt, 
1975:292-295. This word is completely isolated from the productive 
participle, prefca, and thus has escaped all of the rebuilding to 
which the regular participles were subject. 


5.625 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN ADJECTIVES IN *-ment-. The 
only other groups of nt-stems to survive in Tocharian are those in 
*ment-.35 Originally they must have shown a pattern of ablaut that 
alternated *-mont with *-mont- and *-moat- in the usual fashion (see 
sections 5.621 and 5.622). In the masculine Tocharian B shows the 
generalization of the vowel originally proper to the nominative singu- 
lar, e.g., klyomo ‘noble’ (PIE *klewmont), acc. sg. klyomont rather 
than “klyoment directly from PIE *klewmontrp. It shows exactly the 
same kind of generalization of the vowel of the nominative singular 
seen in those nouns, like Tocharian B Saumo ‘person’, which show 
the PIE suffix mon. Indeed, based on the Proto-Tocharian identity 
of reflexes in the nominative singular, the adjectives in (PIE) *-mont 
have been remade as if they were adjectives in mon, except for the 
accusative singular, where the historically expected k/yomont still 
exists beside the competing k/yomom. 

In Tocharian A the *-nt- is better preserved, though in this lan- 
guage it is the weak grade *-mnt- [A -mant-] which is preserved and 
extended. As with all declensional types ending in -nt- in Tochar- 
ian A, the nominative plural ends in -s on the model of the preterite 
participles (see also section 5.623). 


The resultant paradigms in both languages are given in Table 66. 
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TABLE 66 
TOCHARIAN ADJECTIVES FROM PIE *-ment- 


| TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A 
SG. Nom. | k/yomo klyom 

Acc. |klyomont ~ klyomom klyomant 
PL. Nom. |klyomon klyomas 

Acc. |klyomom klyomaficas ἃ 


agol-Soluneyumaficas ‘live-living’. 


In both languages the corresponding feminine shows complete 
generalization of a stem in (PIE) *men- and not *-ment-. In Tochar- 
ian B we have a stem in -fa- ([as if] from PIE *-nyeA-), while Tochar- 
ian A shows a stem in -na- ([as if] from PIE *-neA-) (Table 67). 


TABLE 67 
TOCHARIAN FEMININES TO STEMS IN PIE 
*ment- 


[ [rosters [rocinninnn 
SG. Nom. |k/lyomfa klyomim36 

Acc. | Alyomfai klyominam 
PL. Nom. | klyomfana klyominahi 

Acc. |klyomfana klyominas 
5.7 THE DUAL. The Proto-Indo-European antecedents of the 
Tocharian duals37 are hard to recover. As a distinct category, the 
dual survived in only a minority of Indo-European groups and that 
means we have a more restricted basis on which to reconstruct the 
dual in Proto-Indo-European than we do for most other parts of the 
nominal system. Also, the dual was the most marked of the three 
numbers in Proto-Indo-European and more subject to analogical 
rebuilding than either the plural or singular. The Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean situation is clearest in the case of thematic stems; the nomina- 
tive-accusative (the two are never distinct in the dual) of non- 
neuter nouns ended in *-o(w), while the corresponding ending of 


neuter nouns was *-oy. The *-w of the non-neuter was evidently 
optional in late Proto-Indo-European (as it remained in early 
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Sanskrit) and was probably a late addition to an earlier ending in 
*OH. In Tocharian the PIE *-w has left a reflex only in the two 
numerals A wu ‘two’ and A okat [B okt] ‘eight from PIE *dwow and 
*oktow respectively.38 

The same *j seen in the thematic neuter *-o-y appears in the 
neuter dual of non-thematic stems. An obvious example is PIE 
*wikroti ‘twenty’ [B ikam, A wiki]. The corresponding non-neuter end- 
ing was *-e, e.g., Greek metére ‘the two mothers’, except for i- and 
u-stems, where we again find *-H, i.e., ΙΗ and *-uH. 


If we examine the dual formations in Tocharian B, the only 
languages to give us a sufficient number of examples in this cate- 
gory, we find that the Proto-Indo-European state of affairs has 
been largely preserved. The PIE neuter "πὶ and non-neuter *-e would 
have coalesced in Proto-Tocharian as "ἃ and one sees this com- 
bined ending in Tocharian B stems, both noun and adjective, ending 
in an obstruent (cf. Van Windekens, 1944:168 and 1979:239), i.e., in 
nouns and adjectives in -nt- and -s, acting as a group in this as in 
most other ways (see also sections 5.621, 5.623, etc.). As examples 
we may cite B pernefic ‘splendid’ (pl. pernefic), rsofic ‘two spans’ (pl. 
rsonta), or wewefios ‘having spoken’ (pl. wewefios), and piltas ‘two 
leaves’ (pl. piltasa). Outside of the -nt- and -s- stems we have the 
isolated consonant stems ek ‘eye’ [A ak], dual eS(ne) [A asam] with 
-ne (on which see below) normally added to the older form es, and 
paine [A perm] ‘the two feet’. Again this latter form has -ne added to 
an older dual αὶ (PIE *pode), which is still to be seen in the derived 
adjective paife ‘pertaining to the two feet’ (see Winter, 1962, for a 
discussion of this form and most other Tocharian duals). Further 
examples are B sarne [A tsaram] ‘two hands’ (implying a PIE antece- 
dent *ghesere [: Greek kheire]39 and klautsne [A klosaém] ‘the two 
ears’ built analogically on the dual for ‘eye’, i.e., PT ch *klewtsja on 
the model of PTch ekja.40 The dual mas(c) ‘the two fists’ apparently 
seen in B211a1 (Winter, 1962b:121) may reflect directly a PIE 
*mustiH, though a rebuilt *mustye would also be possible. 


Aside from these formations, all other Tocharian duals show the 
originally thematic ending, either the old neuter in (PIE) *-oy or the 
non-neuter in *-oH. The former is found as the usual dual ending of 
thematic adjectives, .e.g., aurtse ‘broad’, dual aurtsi. Among nouns 
one finds it as the dual ending in old neuter n-stems, u-stems, and 
men-stems, e.g., sotruni ‘the two marks’ (pl. sotruna), trenkalwi ‘the 
two attachments’ (pl. trenkalwa), or kenine [A kanwem] ‘the two 


137 


Tocharian Historical Phonology and Morphology 


knees’ (no plural attested in either language),41 slokanmi ‘the two 
Slokas’ (pl. Sliokanma). 


For thematic nouns and for non-neuter n-stems we find 
reflexes of PIE oH. Thus we have enkwene ‘the two men’ (sg. 
enkwe, pl. enkwi*), faktene ‘the two gods’ (sg. fiakte, pl. fiakti), or 
kukene ‘the two heels’. Among non-neuter n-stems we have 
oksaine ‘the two oxen’ (pl. acc. oksaim) or alyine ‘the two palms (of 
the hand)’ (pl. acc. alim). Because of the former presence of n- 
stem byforms beside nouns of most other classes (see section 5.1), 
this ending, -ne, was liable to extension to other classes of nouns, 
particularly those which were, by phonological change, not well 
marked as duals. The obvious example of such potential confusion 
is the thematic nouns where both PIE *-os and *-oH would have given 
PTch *-e. The difficulty was obviated by adding the n-stem dual to 
the already (under-)characterized thematic dual in *-e, i.e., *-e-ne. 
Given an alternation of PTch *-e and *-ene as the dual of thematic 
nouns, it was possible to add -ne to any other, already character- 
ized, dual, e.g., Bkeni ~ kenine or es ~ esne, etc. 


In Tocharian A this process of extending the n-stem dual has 
been carried out to completion so that all duals, whether of nouns or 
of adjectives, end in -m (PTch -ne). We find the nouns asam ‘the two 
eyes’, kloSam ‘the two ears’ and the adjectives yetuntin ‘adorned’ or 
lalankuntim ‘hung’ .42 


Spurred perhaps by the presence of such “semi-thematic” 
nouns as Samaske ‘boy’ (pl. Samaskaf, dual Samaskane), we find a 
new dual endings, -ane, in certain thematic adjectives in Tochar- 
ian B. We find it particularly in those adjectives whose feminine is 
formed with -ya-, e.g., prakre ‘firm’: dual prakaryane (fem. sg. 
prakarya) tute ‘yellow’: dual tucyane, or wartse ‘broad’: dual wartsane. 
Some adjectives show both possible formations, e.g., lalamske 
‘tender’: dual /alamski and lalamskane. For the genitive dual, see 
below. 


5.8 THE GENITIVE. Though the genitive, along with the nominative, 
accusative, and vocative, was one of the four cases Proto-Tochar- 
ian inherited from Proto-Indo-European, it has, unlike the nomina- 
tive and accusative, undergone severe remodeling. One sees the 
Proto-Indo-European state of affairs least changed in the nt- 
stems. Both nouns and adjectives of this declensional type show the 
expected reflexes of PIE *-os, i.e., B -e, A -©. A typical example is 
B /ante [A /ant] ‘king’s’ from PIE *wieAntos. If not a scribal error, the 
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same PIE *-os is represented by B tkatre ‘daughter’s’ from PIE 
*dhugAtroés [: Greek thugatrés ‘daughter’s’]. 

Also etymologically expected is the genitive singular seyo ‘son’s’ 
in Tocharian A (see section5.52). It reflects exactly PIE *soyows 
(‘suyows). On Tocharian B the “seyau which would be the expected 
equivalent of Tocharian A seyo has been replaced by seyi, with the 
-i borrowed from the genitive of the i-stems (PIE *-eys). Though no 
longer found in the paradigm of any etymological i-stem, having 
been replaced on its native turf by the all-conquering -ntse [A -s], 
e.g., B aScantse ‘head’s’ (PIE *aktsi-), this -i has shown remarkable 
popularity. At various times and at the command of various 
analogies, Tocharian speakers have added it promiscuously to 
pronouns (A ἐπὶ ‘your’, 57] ‘own’, B cwi ‘his’), nouns of relation (e.g., A 
seyi or B matri [A macri] ‘mother’s’ [: Oscan matreis ‘mother’s’], for- 
eign personal names (e.g., B Swarnatepe, gen. Swarnatepi), and 
other genitive endings (i.e., B -ep-i —to be discussed below).43 


Somewhat less obviously, it shows up as -y added to a pre- 
existing accusative singular, e.g., B /antsoy [A lantse] ‘queen’s’ or, 
possibly, the ubiquitous genitive singular -e of Tocharian A feminine 
nouns and adjectives, e.g., onkalme ‘(female) elephant’s’ or astarye 
‘pure’ (fem. gen. sg.). (So Klingenschmitt, 1975:154 (fn.10) ,but see 
also section 5.32.) In similar nouns B has -ntse; in corresponding 
adjectives only do we find -ai (= accusative singular).44 The same 
process, applied to loanwords at a much later date, produces 
Tocharian A -ay, -uy, and even once -iy, e.g., Aaktefifay ‘goddess’s’ 
(borrowed from Tocharian B) or upadhyay ‘teacher’s’ (borrowed from 
Sanskrit). In such cases Tocharian B shows a genitive in -ἢ (of pro- 
nominal origin, e.g., taf ‘thine’), e.g., Aranemif ‘Aranemi’s’. 


Like the usual dual ending in -ne [A -m], the common genitive 
singular ending -ntse [A -s]45 is a legacy of the former presence of 
n-stem byforms to nouns of other declensional types. As has 
already been partially suggested by Krause and Thomas (1960:104), 
a Proto-Tocharian *-n(t)se is nothing but a genitive in (PIE) eso of 
pronominal origin46 to an n-stem, i.e., *neso. This explanation for 
PTch *-n(t)se, unlike those of Van Windekens (1944:152) or Couvreur 
(1947:sec. 65, 40), who see it as an n-stem plus the adjective form- 
ing -tstse, allows us also to explain the universal genitive plural end- 
ing -nts in Tocharian B and its much rarer Tocharian A counterpart, 
-is. These both go back to a PTch *-n(t)sa from PIE *-nesom with the 
same pronominal genitive plural, som, seen in OCS téchd (from 


139 


Tocharian Historical Phonology and Morphology 


PIE *toisom). The PIE *e preceding the ending of genitive plural, 
rather than the expected “oy, is no doubt due to the influence of the 

corresponding singular.47 The usual Tocharian A genitive plural end- 

ing, -SSi, has, however, no obvious etymology and must remain un- 

explained .48 


The other new genitive singular desinence is not so historically 
transparent. The forms are -epi in Tocharian B and -(y)ap in Tochar- 
ian A. In Tocharian B it is restricted to the masculine singular of 
adjectives, while Tocharian A has extended this original distribution 
to include not only masculine adjectives but also masculine nouns 
denoting rational beings (parallel to the use of -m to mark the accu- 
sative singular of such nouns). What precedes the -p- of the ending 
is etymologically part of the noun’s stem rather than the genitive end- 
ing. The two languages have generalized from different nominal 
stems. 


As to the -p-, Lane (1948:294) has cogently suggested that we 
are dealing with an old possessive adjective formation in PIE *-bh- 
such as we see in Greek argu-phos ‘silver white’ [: arguros ‘silver’, 
argos ‘white’], Lithuanian anksty-bas ‘of an early sort [: anksti ‘early’ 
(adv.)], or Gothic bairhta-ba ‘brightly’ [: bairhts ‘bright]. A Proto- 
Indo-European accusative singular in *-bhom would give the PTch 
*pa which directly underlies Tocharian A -p and which forms the 
base to which Tocharian B speakers added the ubiquitous genitive 
ending -i-. The fact that we must assume a Proto-Indo-European 
accusative prototype rather than a genitive is no particular handicap 
to the proposed solution, as we have seen that both Tocharian lan- 
guages allow a genitive noun to be modified by an adjective in the 
accusative and there is no particular reason to suppose that this 
syntactic pattern is a late one. (For another view, see Van Winde- 
kens [1979:183-185].) 


The dual genitive is attested only with those duals which end in 
-ne [A -m], i.e., Tocharian B eSnaisaf ‘of the two eyes’ or 
klautsnaisan ‘of the two ears’. As Winter (1962b:126) has pointed out, 
the Tocharian B -aisa- in this ending is the exact phonological equiv- 
alent of Archadian -oiu- (e.g., Didimoiun, Schwyzer, 1953:557). Other 
Greek dialects show assimilation to -o/i- or syncope to -oi/-. As both 
Winter and Van Windekens (1979:248) agree, this agreement of 
Greek and Tocharian is highly significant. The -A (instead of -a we 
also have -i attested) is the same that is seen in the singular. 
Tocharian A’s klosnis ‘of the two ears’ shows the influence of the 
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genitive singular; Corresponding to Tocharian B’s -nais-, we would 
have expected “klosnes. 


5.9 THE VOCATIVE. Only Tocharian B distinguishes a vocative 
singular from the nominative. In Tocharian B there are three formally 
different ways of marking the vocative singular: (1) with -u preceded 
by palatalization, used by masculine thematic adjectives, e.g., 
oroccu ‘great!’ or poysiffiessu ‘all-knowing!’, or nouns in (PIE) *-en-, 
e.g., arancu ‘O heart’ or kaursu Ὁ steer’; (2) with -a/-, used by mascu- 
line agent nouns in -a, e.g., preficai ‘O bearer’ or tarkaucai ‘O 
releaser’ and also by the adjective klyomo i.e., klyomai ‘O noble one’; 
and (3) with -a, used by masculine thematic nouns and nominalized 
adjectives, e.g., fiakta Ὁ god’, larekka ‘dear one!’, somska Ὁ (little) 
son’, saswa ‘lord!’, or afimalaska Ὁ sympathetic one’. 


Vocatives are often etymologically slippery. Being on the border 
between a true case form and an interjection, and being most used 
in highly affective contexts, they are extremely liable to change, parti- 
cularly by the addition of strenthening particles. Our discussion of the 
history of these Tocharian B forms, then, is more speculative than 
we would like, but it seems probable that -u, for instance, is nothing 
more than PIE *-e, the normal vocative ending of thematic stems, 
plus a particle *u. Such a particle is well attested by other Indo- 
European languages, but its normally adversative or correlative 
meaning in those languages does not lend a ready explanation of its 
use in direct address. The -ai of a-stems may well be old; one 
naturally thinks of Greek gunai Ὁ woman’ beside nominative guné or 
Sanskrit afve Ὁ mare’ beside nominative asva (cf. Van Windekens, 
1979:187). The -a is the most difficult. Since it occurs, among other 
places, as the vocative of en-stems (see section 5.315), it is possi- 
ble that this -a represents an old nominative ending, *-é (from earlier 
PIE *-én by the loss of word final resonants), displaced to the voca- 
tive by the re-emergence of stem final *-n in the nominative which 
was restored there on the basis of the rest of the paradigm. 


Whatever their ultimate origin, all three of these endings have 
spread to other declensional types on the basis of analogical 
pressure. Their synchronic distribution appears to owe as much to 
semantic features (i.e., whether they are adjectives or agent nouns 
or “others”) as it does to purely formal (and historical) criteria. 
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APPENDIX: THE “SECOND STORY” CASES 


Chapter V has been devoted to the history of the primary cases: 
the nominative, accusative, genitive, and vocative, since they form 
part of the Proto-Indo-European heritage of the Tocharian lan- 
guages. Those four cases, however, form only a minority of the 
cases actually found in Tocharian A and B. The other seven cases 
are not inherited from Proto-Indo-European (though at times they 
“replace” Proto-Indo-European cases that were lost in Tocharian) 
but are built by the addition of a post-position added to the normal 
accusative form of the singular, dual, and plural (Table 68). 


TABLE 68 
SECONDARY CASES IN TOCHARIAN A AND B 


ἮΝ TOCHARIAN | TOCHARIAN 
B A 


Powe [| a | 


Ablative 


Since only two of the secondary case desinences are etymologi- 
cally the same in the two languages, it seems reasonable to 
suppose that the agglutination of post-position and accusative was 
only beginning to take place as the Proto-Tocharian unity was dis- 
solving. The two desinences which are identical etymologically are 
the perlative and the locative. The perlative in Proto-Tocharian (or 
rather, the Proto-Tocharian construction which resulted in the perla- 
tive in the attested languages—we will continue to use the syntacti- 
cally simpler phrase) must have been *-a. It has remained 
unchanged in Tocharian A. In Tocharian B, on the other hand, as 
Klingenschmitt (1975:156) has seen, the older perlative plural, *-ns-a, 
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was reanalyzed as *-n-sa when the simplification of final ns left the 
non-perlative accusative ending in *-n. The shift in morpheme 
boundaries was presumably favored, since it meant that, hencefor- 
ward, all the secondary case markers would begin with a consonant. 
Thus, the reshaped *-sa was added as the perlative to singular and 
dual, as well as plural.49 The Proto-Tocharian locative was formed 
by adding the post-position *(e)ne to the accusative [: English on]. 
The form that was generalized in both languages was that which 
resulted from the addition of *(e)ne to the accusative singular of 
thematic nouns, i.e., PTch *-e-’ne. With the loss of final vowels in 
Tocharian A, we see a shift of morpheme boundaries again, from 
*a-n to *-an. 

This same shift of morpheme boundaries and tendency to gener- 
alize the originally thematic state of affairs to other declensional 
types is seen in Tocharian A -(a)S$al, -ac, and -(a/a)s (here the a- 
stems have also played a role). The -S$&/ of the Tocharian A com- 
mitative is, of course, nothing more than the ordinary preposition S/a 
[B Sle] ‘together with’ used post-positionally.50 Likewise, the -s of 
the Tocharian A ablative is the ordinary Tocharian post-position su 
‘from’ (of unknown etymology). The Tocharian A allative’s -c is pre- 
sumably to be equated with Greek -de (cf. ofkénde), while the best 
suggestion for the -Sc of the Tocharian B allative is still probably 
Pedersen’s equation with Greek este ‘up to’ (from *ens-te). The 
commitative -mpa and ablative -mem of Tocharian B remain ety- 
mologically mysterious. 


The Tocharian A instrumental in -yo is not matched in Tochar- 
ian B but is clearly nothing more than Tocharian A yo ‘and’ used as 
a case ending. (The earlier history of (-)yo is not known.) Likewise 
the rare Tocharian B causal in -A is not matched by anything in 
Tocharian A. Like Krause and Thomas (1960:90), one is tempted to 
see here the same genitive ending that occurs among the personal 
pronouns (see section 6.13), but such an explanation is by no means 
assured. 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


NOTES 


. Both Van Windekens (1979) and Winter (1985) suggest that a dative singular 


might subsist in certain Tocharian genitives, particularly the -ἰ which character- 
izes the genitive singular of several terms of relationship, e.g., Tocharian A pacri 
‘father’s’. 

In these reconstructed Proto-Tocharian paradigms *-e(n), etc., reflects PIE *-6m 
when stressed, while *-d(n) represents “-om when unstressed. 


. Particularly frequent were derived thematic adjectives in (PIE) *-syo-, *-nyo-, and 


*-t(w)yo- [B -sse, -fifie, and -tstse]. (For a discussion of the wide range of 
semantic values of -sse, see Zimmer [1982/83].) One should note the proclivity 
in Tocharian for *yo-stems rather than straight *o-stems. It should also be 
noted that in those adjectival classes where the feminine plural would have 
remained distinct from the neuter plural, it was usually the latter which survived 
in the combined function, e.g., B fem. pl. Arenta ‘good’. The old inherited femi- 
nine plural looked, all too often, like the feminine singular (both in *-a), while the 
neuter plural was more clearly marked. 


. The exact shape of some of these PIE declensional types and the nomenclature 


used to describe them are unsettled. 
Compare the similar results in Latin: nom. pater, acc. patrem, ‘father’. 


Such a reconstruction is, of course, speculative, but some such history has 
always been implicit in the existence of the Germanic “weak” adjective (cf. 
Prokosch, 1938:260-261). 


. At least as far as the accusative singular desinence, -m, is concerned, this ex- 


planation goes back to Petersen, 1935 (cf. also Van Windekens, 1979:173). 


For the possibility that we have *-en- rather than *-Een- (the latter only with pos- 
sessive meaning in PlE—see Hoffmann [1955], see Klingenschmitt (apud 
Jasanoff [1980:381, fn.9]). However, since many derivational formations in 
Proto-Indo-European could be both exocentric (possessive) and endocentric, 
e.g., thematic derivatives or holokinetic ones (for the latter see Adams, 1985), 
there is no semantic necessity for imputing a phonological distinction as Klingen- 
schmitt would do. 


One should compare the Greek type hippeus ‘horseman’ (derived from hippos) 
with *-e-u-s discussed by Schindler (1976). 


Tocharian shows the same substitution of the originally pronominal ending *-oy 
for the earlier nominal one in *-os that occurred in Greek, Italic, and Celtic. 


lf Tocharian B afime ‘soul’ is really to be directly equated with Greek anemos, 
Latin animus (but see section 3.2), then we perhaps have an example of a 
thematic noun not end-stressed that was not assimilated to the new, combined, 
type, since its accusative singular is afm. TocharianA preserves the end- 
stressed *-oy in the nominative plural in its thematic adjectives (see sec- 
tion 5.24). 


These Tocharian A nouns may represent a conflation of the *-r/n- heteroclites, 
as Van Windekens (1979:68) suggests (with references to previous literature). 


144 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


The Noun 


That this form represents a new and analogical nominative (sic) singular (as /uwo 
‘animal’ is to accusative /uwa) used as an accusative (Van Windekens, 1979:11) 
is not credible. 


To this almost general treatment the plural of A $m ‘woman’ is a partial excep- 
tion. The accusative plural is the expected Snds, but in the nominative we have 
Snu (as if from PTch *Sanwa). 

The hapax legomenon, petso ‘husband’ (acc. sg.), could reflect a late PIE 
*potyam, if the final -o is not the surface manifestation, as it so often is in poetry, 
metri causa, of an underlying /a/, i.e., /petsa/ < PIE *potim. As Winter points out 
(p.c.), “potyam is extremely unlikely as a masculine. 

In Tocharian A the *-o of the accusative singular is seen only indirectly, by the 
umlaut of the previous vowel. 


The possibilities for confusion and mutual influence among the a-, a-n-, and 
a-Een-stems can be seen from a look at the following pattern: ~ 


a-n- a-Een- 
stems stems 


PIE: 
Nom. sg. 
Acc. sg. 
Nom. pl. 
Acc. pl. 


Proto- 
Tocharian: 
Nom. sg. -aje 
Acc. sg. -aja[na] 
Nom. pl. -ajanja 
Acc. pl. -ans 


The Tocharian A forms given are the most usual. Particularly for (PIE) *-syo- and 
*nyo- stems, we find other endings based on other analogies. In both languages 
the feminine sometimes ends in *-a, sometimes in *-ya-. 


The productive extension of i(E)-stems by n-stems to form verbal abstracts 
represents a significant isogloss shared by Italic and Celtic as well as by Tochar- 
ian. When nouns of this type were used as agent nouns, this class shows the 
replacement of the nominative by the accusative singular, e.g., B aksi ‘announc- 
ing/announcer’ (nom./acc.). 


The Tocharian B adjective krosce ‘cold’ looks to be the restructured relic of an 
-on/-en- formation. A PIE *kruston, *krustenm would have given Tocharian B 
*krosto, *kra$cam. The actual paradigm is a conflation of the two (cf. the nominal 
derivative krostahfie ‘coldness’). 


One should note the acc. sg. masc. of A wat ‘second’, namely wcam, where the 
PTch *-6- is exceptionally preserved. 


Except in adjective stems in -r-, the -m is secondarily lost. 
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23. 


24. 
25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


32. 


Where the strong declension was formed by a PIE yo-stem, there are no early 
traces of the weak declension preserved in either language (but see 
section 5.33). Likewise, consonant stems show no traces of n-stem forms in 
Tocharian B, while in Tocharian A we have only an occasional n-stem accusa- 
tive singular, 6.9., kraficém ‘good’ beside krant. The palatalization seen in the 
Tocharian A accusative plural is not a relic, however distant, of the weak declen- 
sion, but rather a simple generalization of the palatalization proper to the nomi- 
native plural (e.g., acc. pl. Araficds instead of “krantés from PIE *-ontns built 
after the nominative plural Arafic from PIE *-ontes). 


For the reconstruction with *-H-, see Sihler, 1973. 


Seen from this wider perspective, the demonstrative pronoun in Tocharian need 
not show a PIE stem “té- as is reconstructed by Van Windekens, 1976:249 or 
Winter, 1980c:552. A further example of this “pattern palatalization” is to be 
seen in the Tocharian B adjectives ending in -tstse, e.g., orotstse ‘great’ with 
the secondary -cc- in place of -tsts- in the accusative singular and in the plural. 


An exception is pracar ‘brother’, whose plural is pracre (nom.), pracres (acc.). | 
have no explanation for the difference in treatment. The form pratri is usually 
taken as a dual but may be an aberrant plural (Winter, 1962:124; Pedersen, 
1941:76 —see section 5.7). 


One should also note the accusative singular masc ‘fist’ from PIE *mustim 
[: Sanskrit musti-, Avestan musti- 58 and the accusative singular pets(o) 
‘husband’ (acc. sg.), possibly from PIE “potim (if the final -o is from an underly- 
ing /a/, see also fn. 15). 


With the same loss of initial *d- seen in other neuter nouns, i.e., AB dakr- ‘tear’ 
(PIE *dakru) or AB or ‘wood’ (PIE “doru). For a discussion of the words for ‘tear’, 
see Hamp, 1967. For the etymology of yok/yakwa, see Adams, 1982/83 (other- 
wise Winter, 1980b). 

The nominative singular is a hapax legomenon at K-12b3: colye laks ra 
misarts kawafh naksdm [Saul] ‘like the fierce fish he loses (his life?) because of 
desire for flesh’ (the suggestion “life” is Sieg’s [1938:53]). The Proto-Indo- 
European shape is based on my presumption of an etymological relationship of 
this word with Latin bé/ua ‘beast’ if the latter is from “dhwéslud (cf. béstia, if from 
*dhwéstia-). 

These endings are, of course, those appropriate for non-neuters. The neuter is 
endingless in the singular, e.g., PIE *okW ‘eye’, which is reflected by Tocharian B 
ek [A ak]. The Proto-Indo-European plural to this noun is not attested in either 
language. Tocharian A knows no plural forms at all, only dual ones. In Tochar- 
ian B the attested plural (eSaif, acc. eSaim) is modeled on the dual (see sec- 
tion 5.7). 

The different initials, Tocharian B s-, Tocharian A ts-, probably represent differ- 
ent resolutions of PTch "ὅ5-. Or, if TocharianA tsar represents PIE “ghesor-, 
they may reflect PTch “*Ss- versus *Ss-. 

External evidence would strongly suggest that the PIE feminine should be 
*usya- (“-usyeA) rather than *-usa- (*-useA-), required by Tocharian. Proto- 
Tocharian seems to have expanded the feminine marker *-a- at the expense of 
a. 
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In this case, as in many others, the old neuter plural was more clearly distin- 
guished from the feminine singular that was the competing feminine plural. 


The stem of the preterite participle in Tocharian A, fant-, shows complex re- 
shaping: */at- + “lalat- (with reduplication added) + “lalt- + lant- (with dissimila- 
tion which incidentally brought it into line with the present stem, /ant-). The forms 
in Tocharian A with -nt- are discussed below. The -u-stem in Apapeku is 
secondary. The presence of a-umlaut testifies to an earlier *pepeyka- as in 
Tocharian B. 


There are, of course, the isolated AB po ‘all’ (PIE “pant(s)) and B krent- 
[A krant-] ‘good’, which may be an active present participle in origin. 


The -i- we find throughout the Tocharian A feminine paradigm is presumably 
from PTch *-d-, but its presence here, in this environment, is not easily 
explained (cf. Winter, 1977[78]:150). 


The dual includes Krause’s (1954) and Van Windekens’ (1979) dual and paralis 
which, as Winter (1962b) has shown, are the same. For Krause’s pluraltative, see 
Winter (1962b) or Van Windekens (1979:248-249). 


The PIE *-o which is occasionally seen, e.g., Greek duo or in the Indo-Aryan 
duals, often used vocatively, in -a, is this same *-oH with the laryngeals lost in 
pausa. The *-H itself may well be an importation from the pronouns. 


Like B garne is the dual kesarne ‘the two filaments’ from singular Kesar. The only 
other noun in Tocharian B ending in -r which attests a dual is puwar ‘fire’. In this 
case, the dual is pwari, showing the same kind of extension of the thematic end- 
ing (PIE *-oy) in the dual as it does in the plural (B pwara with PIE *-eA). 


One should compare the irregular plural eSaif ‘eyes’ in Tocharian B, which is ob- 
viously modeled on the as yet unattested plural k/autsain* ‘ears’. A similar case 
for the dual is perhaps B amtsne from PTch “antsjé, where we would otherwise 


expect “antsene beside a singular antse ‘shoulder’ (PIE “Om/(e)sos). 

One might have expected “kennine in Tocharian B. See section 3.3. 

There is one possible exception to this generalization in Tocharian A. The form 
pratri ‘the two brothers (?)’ is usually taken as a dual, but Winter (1962:124), 
following a suggestion by Pedersen (1941:76), sees it as an alternate plural 
beside the more usual pracre (see section 5.4) 


For a different explanation, starting from a pronominal dative in ον, see Van 
Windekens, 1979:183. 


. Aseparate genitive singular of such feminine adjectives is not shown in previous 


treatments of Tocharian grammar, precisely because it is formally identical with 
the accusative. The problem grows out of a peculiarity of Tocharian concord 
whereby a noun in the genitive may be modified by an adjective in the accusa- 
tive. Where the accusative and genitive are identical, it is customary to assume 
that we are dealing with an accusative only. See Krause and Thomas, 1960:92. 
Tocharian A -es corresponds regularly to Tocharian B -antse, -entse, or -ontse, 
while Tocharian A -is corresponds regularly to Tocharian B -antse. In Tochar- 
ian A, -is has been extended as an independent genitive singular suffix, e.g., 
$watsiyis to Swatsi ‘food’ (Krause and Thomas, 1960:104-5). 
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46. 


47. 


49. 


50. 


One should compare the chapter on pronouns for Tocharian B cwi ‘his’ from PIE 
“teso + u (plus, much later, -/). See section 6.64. 

Van Windekens’ thesis (1979:181-182 and 234-235) that we have here a con- 
flation of n-stems and s-stems (1.6., “ns-os in the singular and *-ns-om in the 
plural) is mutatis mutandis possible phonologically but most improbable morpho- 
logically. 


. Winter suggests (p.c.) that A -$$/ might be explained as *-s-§-/, with the *-/ as in 


pronominal genitives, the *-S- as the palatalized counterpart of B -ts (but where’s 
the -n-?), and the -s- as the accusative plural. 


As Sapir suggested (1936:270), the PTch "ἃ is probably to be derived from PIE 
“ad. 


The geminate -s- of A -S$4l reflects its origin as a separate word, since it is 
nothing more than the tense variant of the phoneme which is normal initially or 
finally. See section 2.1. 
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Chapter VI 
THE PRONOUN 


6.0 INTRODUCTION. To the historical linguist the Tocharian pro- 
nouns present both the reassuringly familiar and the tantalizingly 
strange. On the one hand, we have the (Tocharian B) demonstrative 
pronoun se (masc.), sa (fem.), te (neut.) which reflect, clearly and 
unambiguously, Proto-Indo-European *so, *sa, and *tod [: Greek 
ho, he, to or Sanskrit sas, sa, tad]. On the other hand, the first 
person singular personal pronoun, B fas (nom./acc.), A nas (masc. 
nom./acc.), fiuk (fem. nom./acc.) presents a large array of forms, 
none of which has an obvious Proto-Ilndo-European antecedent 
and which, in the Tocharian A differentiation of masculine and femi- 
nine, presents a distinction unique within Indo-European. 


6.1 PERSONAL PRONOUNS. While the history of the Tocharian per- 
sonal pronouns remains obscure in some places, a close look at the 
problem as a whole does serve to bring into focus the general lines 
of development. The starting point of any investigation, the actual 
Tocharian forms, are given in Table 69. 


6.11 THE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN BACKGROUND. The Proto- 
Indo-European pronouns as reconstructed by recent investigators 
(see particularly Cowgill, 1965:169-70) show a large variety of 
forms, but not always ones that match the Tocharian data, as seen 
in Table 70. 


In every case, except perhaps the second person singular, the stem 
of the nominative and the stem of the various oblique forms are dis- 
tinct. The stressed oblique forms are built from the unstressed accu- 
sative by the addition of a suffix m/wé. The stressed accusative 
and stressed genitive/reflexive differ from one another in the place- 
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TABLE 69 
TOCHARIAN PRONOUN FORMS 


First singular Nom. nas (masc.) 
fuk (fem.) 
nas (masc.) 


First dual Nom. | wene 
Acc. |wene 
Second dual Nom. | yene 

Acc. |yene 


First plural 


Plural enclitic 
[all persons] 


ment of stress and in the ablaut grade found in the preceding 
syllable. 


6.12 THE SECOND PERSON SINGULAR. The Tocharian pronoun 
most readily placed in this series is the second person singular, B 
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TABLE 70 
PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PRONOUN FORMS 


Unstr. |Stressed| Unstr. 
Acc. Acc. Gen. 


isteo|odtrvom [me [ππὸ [may [name 
‘swe 


Reflex. 
[all pers./ 
numbers] 


Stressed 
Gen./ 
Reflex 


tuwe, A tu. These two forms naturally reconstruct to Proto-Tochar- 
ian *tuwe, which matches the Sanskrit tuvam exactly. Both reflect an 
earlier Proto-Indo-European *tuHém. The Tocharian forms of the 
accusative singular could reflect either PIE *tewe or “twe or both. 
The phonological development of the accusative would have been 
something on the order of ὁ 


*tewe > tjawia cawa (early A) + cu (A) 
twe > tiwid > tidwia! 
caya (early B) + ci (B) 


The enclitic form of the second person singular pronoun in Tochar- 
ian B is transparently nothing more than the unstressed PIE “te. In 
Tocharian A a final -i, taken ultimately from the genitive of the first 
person singular, has been added. The second person singular geni- 
tive is, in both languages, built on the model of the first person. 


6.13 THE FIRST PERSON SINGULAR (OBLIQUE). The Proto- 
Indo-European starting points for the first person singular pronoun 
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were structurally similar to those for the second person (cf. the chart 
in section6.11) and the two paradigms have continued to influence 
one another throughout the history of Tocharian, though each has 
also been subject to phonological changes that did not affect the 
other. 


To begin with, as Meillet saw already in 1911 and as G. Schmidt 
reaffirmed more recently (1968:227), the stressed forms of the 
oblique *mmé and *méme underwent dissimilation whereby the 
second *m became Ἢ as in Iranian and Slavic, thus *mne and 
“mene. At some later time the accusative *mne became either *manja 
with epenthesis or “nja with the loss of the initial resonant in the two 
resonant sequences (the two outcomes may well have resulted from 
different syntactic position and differing syntactic stresses). The geni- 
tive/reflexive *méne, on the other hand, came to match *mania ana- 
logically since the two forms, accusative and genitive/reflexive, were 
identical in the second person (as *tjaw{a). 


It is on the basis of this slightly rebuilt genitive of the first person 
singular, *manja, that the second person singular and the reflexive (of 
all numbers and persons) were rebuilt to give *taénja and *sanja. (The 
palatalization of the initial s- that we see in B sa&f and A shi is 
probably the result of secondary contact with the -f- after the fall of 
-a- in an open syllable, cf. salype, section 3.19.) 


Also in the pre-Tocharian period the initial f- of the originally 
stressed accusative, *nja was analogically extended to the originally 
unstressed accusative (*mja) and the unstressed genitive (mja).2 

The resulting Proto-Tocharian system must have looked some- 
thing like that shown in Table 71. 

TABLE 71 


PIE FIRST AND SECOND PERSON 
ACCUSATIVE AND GENITIVE PRONOUNS 


Unstressed gen. 
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The system was subsequently simplified by the loss of the origi- 
nally unstressed genitive in the second person and the originally 
stressed genitive in the first person. The lack of symmetry in this 
reduction is the most difficult change to understand of all that collec- 
tively transformed the Proto-Indo-European pronominal system 
into the Tocharian one. Lastly, during the separate history of Tochar- 
ian A the final -i of the genitive singular of the first person was ex- 
tended to the second person tfi and the general reflexive shi. The -i 
that appears in the Tocharian A enclitic forms -Ai and -ci must also, 
as Van Windekens has seen (1976:315), be ultimately from the geni- 
tive fi, though the exact analogical mechanism is not clear. 


6.14 FIRST PERSON SINGULAR NOMINATIVE/ACCUSATIVE. A 
vexing problem of the pronominal system is the shape of the various 
forms of the nominative/accusative first person singular pronoun and 
the presence in Tocharian A of a distinction between masculine and 
feminine. These forms are given in Table 72. 


TABLE 72 
TOCHARIAN FIRST PERSON SINGULAR 
NOMINATIVE/ACCUSATIVE PRONOUNS 


ΝΗ TOCH. B | TOCH. A 
Nom./acc. nas nas (m.) 
uk (1) 


As Holger Pedersen pointed out long ago (1941), the Tocharian A 
masculine form, nas, is probably to be explained as a dissimilation 
from an earlier *has. If so, all three forms are ultimately from the 
Proto-Tocharian stressed accusative *nja plus some particle(s). 
Possible PIE particles might be *-g(h)e (for B Aas [cf. Greek égoge], 
*se (for A nas), and *-kw(e) (for A fuk), but the exact preforms and 
all of the subsequent developments are hard to follow.3 


6.15 TOCHARIAN A FEMININE GENITIVE FIRST PERSON SINGU- 
LAR PRONOUN. The ancestry of the Tocharian A feminine genitive 
nahi remains opaque. Van Windekens’ suggestion (1976:315) that 
there was once a feminine stem *na (with the feminine -a- added to 
the Proto-Tocharian A masculine *nja) to which was added the 
regular Tocharian A genitive ending ji (cf. thi and sfi) raises more 
questions than it answers, though he is certainly right in seeing in 
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this form the outcome of a complicated series of analogical rebuild- 
ings. Particularly dubious is his suggestion that the actual Tochar- 
ian A form, nafi, comes from an earlier *fafi influenced by the 
masculine nominative/accusative nés. One wonders how analogical 
influence emanating from the masculine accusative could affect the 
feminine genitive without also having affected the feminine nomina- 
tive/accusative or the masculine genitive. More likely, to my mind, is 
the assumption of a simple phonological dissimilation from *fafi to 
nani. 

6.16 THE DUAL AND PLURAL NON-ENCLITIC PRONOUNS. For 
the non-enclitic plural pronouns in Tocharian we need to start from 
the nominative and unstressed oblique forms reconstructable in 
Proto-Indo-European (Cowgill, 1965:169) shown in Table 73. As 


TABLE 73 
PIE NOMINATIVE AND UNSTRESSED 
OBLIQUE FORMS 


a FIRST | SECOND 


Unstressed *nNOS *wos 
oblique 


has long been seen (at least since Peterson, 1935), the Proto- 
Tocharian forms *wes and yes (notice the preservation of final -s in 
these monosyllabic forms) are the result of mutual contamination of 
the nominative and oblique stems. A purely Tocharian genitive is 
formed to these pronouns by the addition of either (1)*-Aa (as was 
the case of the second person singular and the reflexive pronouns), 
giving B wesaf/wesém, A wasaém and B yeséfi/yesém, A yasaém, or 
(2)*-ay (from the unstressed genitive pronoun of the singular) as in 
B wesi and yesi. 


The Tocharian B dual pronouns of the first and second persons 
are to be explained in the same way. We start from the Proto- 
Indo-European forms as reconstructed by Cowgill, given in 
Table 74. 

The dual pronouns show the same conflation of the two stems to 
give Proto-Tocharian *we and ye, to which the ordinary (nominal) 
dual ending -ne was added to give the actual Tocharian B forms 
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TABLE 74 
PIE FIRST AND SECOND PERSON 
DUAL PRONOUNS 


FIRST | SECOND 


Unstressed *noH *woH 
oblique 


wene and yene. The genitive is also analogical and formed by the 
addition of the nominal -naisaf to give wenaisaf and yenaisaf. 


6.17 GENERAL PLURAL AND THIRD PERSON SINGULAR ENCLI- 
TIC PRONOUNS. Surely the most difficult personal pronoun to 
account for historically (besting in this regard even the first person 
singular pronouns) is the enclitic pronoun used for all persons of the 
plural, B -me, A -m. The conflation of all three persons in a single 
form is distinctly unusual (and within Indo-European sui generis so 
far as | know), and any account of its origin must realistically 
account for this conflation. 


What might be called the Pisani-Van Windekens hypothesis 
(Pisani, 1941-42; Van Windekens, 1976) sees the Proto-Tocharian 
*me as related to Sanskrit amu or ama-. Van Windekens at least 
sees the final *-e as rebuilt on the model of the third person singular 
enclitic, ne. We must also assume, it would appear, some early eli- 
sion of the initial vowel, presumably beginning in those situations 
where the enclitic followed a person/number ending which itself 
ended in a vowel. Both of these assumptions seem reasonable. 
Entirely unmotivated, however, is the putative extension of this origi- 
nally third person form to the first and second persons, and thus the 
entire hypothesis is best put aside. 


Much more likely is Cop’s (1974) proposal which would see *-me 
as the more or less regular phonological development of the ex- 
pected Proto-Indo-European enclitics *psmé, *usmé, and the (ana- 
logical) *sme- (cf. section 6.11). Here again the final vowel must be 
analogical in origin and any initial vowel subject to elision. In the 
case of the second and third persons both processes are also 
attested in Anatolian, e.g., Hittite -Smas ‘to you, them’. Phono- 
logically regular in Proto-Tocharian is the loss of Ἢ before “s- (cf. 
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Tocharian B misa ‘meat, flesh’ from PIE *mens-) so that the first 
person plural would also show the shape *-smos, and so too is the 
loss of *-s- before nasals (at least under certain conditions), e.g., 
krahi (nape of) neck’ from *krAsniom (see section 3.43 and cf. the 
different outcome in word initial position as seen in smi- ’smile’), as it 
did also in Luvian -mmas. 


The third person singular enclitic has a much more transparent 
etymology. As Van Windekens (1941) and Pisani (1941-42) have 
long since pointed out, it is the reflex of the accusative of the PIE 
pronominal stem *e/on-, namely *onom (cf. Slavic oni/). The phono- 
logical changes leading to Tocharian B -ne, A -m are perfectly regu- 
lar, and the only morphosyntactic change of note is the generaliza- 
tion of the original masculine/neuter form to include the feminine as 
well. 


6.2 INTERROGATIVE AND RELATIVE PRONOUNS. The interroga- 
tive pronouns are as shown in Table 75 (note that there is no 
distinction in number). The nominative and accusative are trans- 


TABLE 75 
TOCHARIAN INTERROGATIVE 
PRONOUNS 


[freon froin 
Genitive 


parently to be segmented (in Proto-Tocharian terms) as *ku- or 
*kwa- plus *se/ce. The latter, of course, is nothing more than the 
usual masculine demonstrative pronoun (see section6.5). The prior 
part may either reflect a PIE *kwu- ‘where’ (the combination would 
then be similar to that seen in Gothic harjis ‘who’, dialectal Lithuanian 
kur jis ‘id. (Meillet and Lévi, 1913:419, Krause and Thomas, 
1960:165) or PIE *kWis ‘who’, in which case the Tocharian forms 
would be very similar to those seen in Greek hd(s)tis ‘whosoever’, 
only with the order of the elements reversed. 

The genitive in Tocharian A could reflect a PIE *kwoyos and, if 
so, would be the exact equivalent of Latin cuius ‘whose’ (Van 
Windekens, 1976:246). The Tocharian B genitive is more difficult. Its 
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basic form appears to be ket. The -e of kete is probably nothing 
more than the ordinary genitive ending of athematic nouns (i.e., PIE 
-os). But the ket remains obscure. A PIE *kwos plus some sort of 
particle (e.g., *tu) would fit the bill phonologically but exact parallels 
are lacking.4 


The relative pronouns are identical to the interrogative ones in 
Tocharian B. In Tocharian A they are identical to the interrogative 
pronouns too, only with the addition of the particle -ne (= B nai 
‘indeed’). One should note also the incipient distinction in Tochar- 
ian A between singular and plural in the relative pronoun with the 
analogical plural kjcene in the nominative used beside the 
singular/plural kusne. 


6.3 INDEFINITE PRONOUNS. The two Tocharian languages show 
two very different formations for the indefinite pronoun, though the 
pronouns in the two languages share a similar syntax, coming after 
the noun or pronoun that they modify and being enclitic to it (see 
Table 76). 


TABLE 76 
TOCHARIAN INDEFINITE PRONOUNS 


Ld TOCH. B | TOCH. A 


Genitive ket ra/ ke 
ketara 


The nominative and accusative forms found in Tocharian A are of 
course merely one of the sets of demonstrative pronouns (see 
section 6.5), while the genitive is identical to the genitive of the inter- 
rogative/relative pronouns. Why the masculine should have been 
generalized to interrogative and relative functions while the feminine 
should have been specialized to this indefinite function, | do not 
know. The genitive in Tocharian B is the same as the interroga- 
tive/relative genitive with the addition of the particle ra which, at least 
in the by-form ketara (/ketara/), has become fused with the preced- 
ing pronoun. 
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6.4 ADJECTIVAL INTERROGATIVE/RELATIVE PRONOUNS. Both 
languages show special pronouns for adjectival interrogative and 
relative uses. In Tocharian A there is a pronoun whose stem is ants- 
while in B we find both ints- (= A ants-) and mdaks- (see Table 77). 


TABLE 77 
TOCHARIAN SPECIAL PRONOUNS FOR ADJECTIVAL 
INTERROGATIVE AND RELATIVE USES 


}  TOCH.A | A 
TOCH. 3| ἴοοηα | 

Masc. 
SINGULAR: antsam (rel. 
Nominative intsu antsanne) 
Gente | ἀμ ὁ ὁ 6 
PLURAL: 
Nominative 
cosas [TT 
fsentive ἢ [ἀἴ |i 


Despite the fewness of forms actually attested, it is clear that we 
have an- (in-) plus one of the ordinary demonstrative pronouns. The 
first element (also to be seen in Tocharian B ente/inte ‘if?) remains 
completely mysterious. 


A similar story is to be told about the alternate, and much more 
common, stem maks- in Tocharian B (see Table 78). In this case we 
have the slightly disguised relative pronoun, -ksu, etc., which follows 
a format ma- without convincing etymological connections. 


6.5 PRONOMINAL ADJECTIVES. Related to the interrogative/relative 
adjective is the intensive pronominal adjective B makte, A mattak 
‘ipse’ (Table 79). The Tocharian B forms are based on a stem, 
makt-, which is ultimately the same as that seen in the 
interrogative/relative adjective. In the intensive forms, however, are 
stressed on the first syllable and show the morphological influence of 
the regular adjectives. In Tocharian A this same stem has 
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TABLE 78 
TOCHARIAN B ADJECTIVAL INTERROGATIVE maks- 


SINGULAR: j 
Nominative maksu maksap méaktu 


Accusative méakceyy maktag méaktu 


PLURAL: 

Nominative makcai maktom 

course [TT 
[Geniive | makconas [mattoynas |_| 


TABLE 79 
TOCHARIAN INTENSIVE PRONOMINAL 
ADJECTIVE B makte, A mattak 


MASCULINE 
TOCH. B TOCH. A 
SINGULAR: 
Nominative makte mattak 


Accusative makce maccakam 


PLURAL: 
Nominative makci maccek 
Genitive |makcemts | _ 


undergone metathesis and then been influenced by the paradigm of 
the following pronominal adjective, B alyek, A alak ‘other’, shown in 
Table 80. Ultimately these paradigms are nothing more than PIE 
*alyo- and “alo-, regularly inflected, plus the intensivising particle kd. 
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TABLE 79 (cont'd) 


FEMININE 
TOCH. B TOCH. A 


SINGULAR: 
Nominative | makciya maccak 


Accusative | makciyai maccayam 


maccakye 


cenive [| 
PLURAL: 
Nominative maktona 


Genitive 


TABLE 80 
TOCHARIAN INTENSIVE PRONOMINAL 
ADJECTIVE B alyek, A alak 


MASCULINE 
TOCH.B | TOCH.A 
SINGULAR: 
Nominative | alyek~allek | alak 


PLURAL: alyek 
Nominative | alyaik 

Accusative |alyenikam | alykes/ 
alyekas 


Genitive alyenkamts 


In some cases the forms with -k are taken as the stem and the 
regular case/ number desinences are then added again. 
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TABLE 80 (cont'd) 


| FEMININE | 
a 
Nominative. alyak alyak 
conve | ΒΝΟΝΝΝΝΝ 
en (Re [aw 
Nominative allonkna alkont 
ee en 


6.6 DEICTIC PRONOUNS. 


6.61 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN BACKGROUND. All of the 
Tocharian deicitic pronouns are the descendants of the usual 
Proto-Indo-European pronominal stem *s-/t- whose probable 
Proto-Indo-European paradigm would have looked as illustrated in 
Table 81. 


TABLE 81 
PIE PRONOMINAL STEM ‘*s-/t- 


SINGULAR: 
Nominative sa tod 


ccwsatve [om | am | tod 


oor (ean 
ὦ fa 
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6.62 BASIC MORPHOLOGY OF THE TOCHARIAN DEICTIC PRO- 
NOUNS. In some ways Tocharian has treated this pronominal inheri- 
tance conservatively, most notably perhaps in the maintenance of 
the original distribution of the *s- and *t-. In other ways, however, this 
pronoun has been subject to a good deal of analogical remodeling, 
particularly on the basis of the n-stem adjectival declension with 
which it was syntactically so closely linked (see section 5.33). The 
Proto-Indo-European paradigm has left its most direct descen- 
dant, one without any following enclitic, in the paradigm of se ‘this’ in 
Tocharian B. (In the paradigm shown in Table 82 the “basic shape” 
of the Tocharian A deictic pronouns, i.e., with the enclitics peeled 
off, is given in brackets). Developments which are obviously late and 


TABLE 82 
TOCHARIAN B DEICTIC PRONOUN se 


SINGULAR: 
Nominative | se [sa-/sa-] te [ta-/ta-] 


a) [ea 


PLURAL: 

Nominative cey/cai [ce-] toy [to-] 

tyler] | | 
Genitive [coms | 


analogical and within Tocharian B itself are the masculine genitive 
plural and the neuter genitive singular. Also analogical, but much 
older since it also occurs in Tocharian A, is the palatalization of all 
of the masculine forms originally beginning with “*t-. This 
palatalization is modeled on that found in the masculine, outside the 
nominative singular, of the n-stem adjectives (e.g., Tocharian B 
[nom. sg.] orotstse, but [acc. sg.] orocce, and [pl.] orocci, oroccem 
[see sections 3.44 and 5.33] ). In the feminine accusative singular we 
would expect the outcome of PIE *tam to have been “to. The ta that 
we find has its vowel, again as in the corresponding n-stem 
adjective, from the nominative.5 
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The -o which appears in the feminine plural is harder to account 
for. It may be from a Proto-Indo-European accusative plural *tans 
or it may be the vowel of the Proto-Tocharian accusative singular, 
*to, before it was displaced by ta. In any event we have here an 
instance where Tocharian A preserves a more archaic situation than 
Tocharian B in that it does not show the final -y borrowed from the 
masculine nominative plural.6 


6.63 TOCHARIAN B sem, A sam. In all other paradigms we find the 
basic deictic pronoun in combination with some other deictic ele- 
ment. As the first example of such combinations we can take 
Tocharian B sem [A sam] ‘this one close by’ which is etymologically 
PIE *so nu (Table 83). 


TABLE 83 
TOCHARIAN B DEICTIC PRONOUN sem 
IN COMBINATION WITH OTHER DEICTIC ELEMENTS 


SINGULAR: ἢ 
Nominative | ser [sar] sam [sam] tem [tam] 


én [15 ten 
Genitive tentse [tanis] 


DUAL: 

Nominative [tim] 

PLURAL: 

Nominative | cey [cem] toyna [tom] 

Accusative |ceyna/ceném | toyna [tosém] 
[cesam] 


Genitive ceynamts toynamts 
[cesni] 


In synchronic terms the situation in Tocharian A is the easier to 
describe. There the enclitic element is added to the basic shape of 
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the deictic pronoun in either its nominative or accusative shape. The 
genitive is made by adding the appropriate genitive ending to the 
accusative plus enclitic, e.g., ca + n + i. Obviously these genitives 
are formations internal to the history of Tocharian A. The picture pre- 
sented by Tocharian B is less clear. In the singular we get the basic 
pronoun plus enclitic, just as we find in Tocharian A, but in the plural 
we find either no enclitic at all (i.e., cey), the basic pronoun plus 
enclitic as expected (i.e., cenam), OR the nominative plural of the 
basic pronoun used as a stem plus the enclitic plus the pluralizer -a 
(i.e., ceyna and toyna). This last alternative shows a remorphologiza- 
tion similar to that seen in the Tocharian A genitives. As might be 
expected, the Tocharian B plural genitives in this paradigm show the 
usual genitive plural ending added after the original enclitic as in 
Tocharian A. Noteworthy, too, is the fact that the masculine genitive 
singular shows no special form for this paradigm. 


6.64 THE DEICTIC PRONOUNS B su, A sam. The paradigm for the 
weakest deictic pronoun, the one whose meaning most closely 
approximates that of the definite article in Western European lan- 
guages, as shown in Table 84, is built on the same principle in both 
Tocharian A and B. In both cases we have the basic pronoun plus 
an enclitic element; Tocharian A has -m (from PIE *mu?), while B 
has -w (from PIE *-u [cf. Greek ho-u-tos ‘this’] ). 


The difference in vowel in Tocharian B between nominative 
singular su and accusative singular cew is, as van Brock pointed out 
(1977:85), the phonologically expected outcome of an unstressed 
PIE *so-w versus a stressed *to(m)-u (cf. Greek ho but ton).7 
Tocharian A has extended this difference in vowel between the 
masculine nominative singular/neuter nominative-accusative singu- 
lar on the one hand and the rest of the paradigm on the other to all 
deictic pronouns, with the exception of sam where only the etymo- 
logically stressed vowels appear. Tocharian B, however, retains the 
original distribution essentially undisturbed. 


6.65 THE DUAL OF TOCHARIAN B su, A sam. The dual shows in 
Tocharian B the generalization of the stressed PIE “toy, while in 
Tocharian A it is the descendant of the unstressed “toy, which pre- 
vailed. The dual genitive in Tocharian B shows either an “infixed” 
enclitic (the same one that is presumably to be seen in tom) or, per- 
haps more likely, the -n- of the n-stem adjectives. In either case the 
-ais- is the exact equivalent of the PIE *-oysu(n) which lies behind 
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TABLE 84 
TOCHARIAN DEICTIC PRONOUNS B su, A sam 


SINGULAR: 
Nominative | su [sam] say [sam] tu [tam] 


ain) [wt 


DUAL: 
Nominative tai [tim] 


a ὁ ee 


Genitive tainaisi/ 
tainasan 
[time*] 
PLURAL: 
Nominative cey [cem] tom [tom] 


Accusative tom [tosam] 


Genitive cemts [cesmi] |tomts _ 
[tosmaSsi] 


Greek -oi(i)Jn (Schwyzer, 1953:557). As Winter (1962b:126) rightly 
points out, this Greco-Tocharian agreement in the formation of the 
dual genitive is a striking shared isogloss. The final -i or -& are 
merely the usual genitive endings of the pronouns added on to the 
inherited ending. 


6.66 GENITIVE SINGULAR OF TOCHARIAN B su, A sam. In both 
languages the feminine singular shows the old form. Stripping off the 
late genitive ending -i and the “infixed” enclitic -m-, we are left with 
the Tocharian A te-, which is the exact match of the Tocharian B tay, 
PTch “tay (cf. Van Windekens, 1944:190 or 1979:266). This form may 
reflect a PIE genitive singular *tas [: Greek tés] with the added -i or, 
less probably, it could reflect directly a PIE dative singular "ἂν 
[: Greek téi]. The masculine genitive singular seen in Tocharian B, 
cwi, is also old. Once we remove the ubiquitous pronominal genitive 
ending -i/, we are left with cw- or cu- which can be seen to be the 
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phonologically regular descendant of (unstressed) PIE *teso-u 
(becoming *casaw + *csaw + cu- [cf. *sweseér + *sdser + ser ‘sister’] ). 
The spread of this “encliticized” genitive at the expense of one with- 
out any *-u would be the result of a need to keep the genitive and 
accusative singulars distinct (a PIE *teso would presumably have 
given “ce). (For the phonology of the change, see sections 3.113 
and 2.1.) 


6.67 TOCHARIAN A sds. The other deictic pronouns present nothing 
new. The Tocharian A pronoun which is functionally equivalent to the 
Tocharian B se is sas (Table 85). The only problem with this 


TABLE 85 
TOCHARIAN A DEICTIC PRONOUN 5858 


SINGULAR: _ 
Nominative sds sas tas 


onive | ean |_| ir 


PLURAL: 
Nominative ces t 


Accusative cesas tosas ΜΙΝ 


paradigm, from a historical point of view, is the etymology of the 
enclitic element. Like Van Windekens (1976:410), one is tempted to 
see it as somehow another descendant of the pronominal stem in 
*s-. Perhaps we have PIE "86. Winter points out (p.c.) that the 
unpalatalized -s can be accounted for by assuming a 
depalatalization triggered by a preceding -s-. 
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6.68 TOCHARIAN B samp. A similar problem is presented by the 
Tocharian B paradigm of samp ‘that’ (Table 86), which has no formal 
or functional equivalent in Tocharian A. Lane (1961) has identifed the 


TABLE 86 
TOCHARIAN B DEICTIC PRONOUN samp 


MASC. 


NEUTER 


SINGULAR: 
Nominative sam(p) somp tamp 


PLURAL: 
Nominative ceym(p) toym 
Genitive toympamts 


-m(p) with the Tocharian B adverb om(p) ‘there’ and in this he is 
followed by Van Windekens. Certainly the semantics are suitable but 
the phonology does need some more explaining, since the various 
vowel contractions one must allow for in this case are not always 
paralleled elsewhere in internal or external sandhi. 
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NOTES 


1. The first “-4- here is a svarabhakti vowel. See section 3.19. 


2. There is no need to see here (as Winter, 1965:203) anything but the analogical 
spread of palatalization -- there is certainly no warrant to assume an initial PIE *E-. 

3. Following a suggestion of Schindler’s (1967), Van Windekens assumes that it is 
the relative pronouns *-kWis and *-kWa (amended [1979:263] to *-kWim and *-kwam) 
which are the particles involved in Tocharian B Aas and A fuk, but the syntax involved 
would seem to me to make this explanation impossible. 

4. Van Windekens’ suggestion (1976:246) that it is a borrowing from an unattested 
Tocharian A “ket may be safely put aside. 

5. Preserving the older situation (as, of course, do certain archaic feminine nouns 
like B Sana ‘wife’, accusative singular Sano) is the pronominal adjective (Tocharian B) 
alyek/allek ‘other’ with a feminine nominative singular alyak, accusative singular 
allok/alyok (see section 6.5). 

6. A form without the -y is also preserved in Tocharian B, in the paradigm of 
another deictic pronoun, as tom, though here we find the added enclitic element -n. 

7. Unlike Greek, where the neuter singular is stressed (td), Tocharian B seems to 
point to an unstressed PIE *to(d)-u. One should note too that, for the vowels to show 
the way they do in Tocharian, the loss of final -d in the neuter singular must be very 
early. 
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Index Verborum 


References are to section numbers. Citations with Roman 
numerals refer to chapter and footnote number (V.app = Appendix 


to Chapter V). 


Anatolian 


(Hittite unless otherwise designated) 


aya- 

allaniya- 

iya- 

-mmaég (Luvian) 
pahhur 

parkuS 

pe- 

-Smas 

-wi (Luvian) 


Balto-Slavic 


4.332 


(Lithuanian unless otherwise 


designated) 
akstis 

aldija 

anksti 
ankstybas 
blivo 
dauba 
kandu 
hivati (OCS) 
kelit 

kilti 

kuf jis 

ladiji (OCS) 
lasis 
mazgas 


5.315, 5.51 
3.13 

5.8 

5.8 

IV.60 

3.113 

3.2 

4.332 

4.431 

3.2 

6.2 

3.13 

3.111, 3.113, 5.51 
3.113, 3.3, 3.42 
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ont (OCS) 
po- 

plov (Russian) 
pusé 

sédo 

sedti (OCS) 
spinda 
studt (OCS) 
talka 

techi (CS) 
teku 

tingus 
zvonii (OCS) 


Germanic 


6.17 
4.23 
3.113 


3.3 
3.16, 3.43(a) 


3.42 
3.18, 3.42 


(Gothic unless otherwise designated) 


augo 
bairhtaba 
bairhts 

beer (OE) 
bron (OE) 
Blatt (NHG) 
boren (OE) 
diups 

full (English) 
gamalwjan 
hausjan 
hréof (OE) 
hwarjis 
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isjai 

lasiws 

level-headed 
(English) 

lavwva 
(Norwegian dial.) 

lifa (ON) 

ména 

muga (OE) 

muha (OE) 

on (English) 

qi bus 

scalm (OHG) 

sky (English) 

smeoru (OE) 

smile (English) 

tear (English) 

tuggo 

varra 
(Norwegian dial.) 

vera (ON) 

wepn 

weihs 


Greek 
-δίπο 
δοπόϊοβ 
akosté 
akouo 
anaks 
anassa 
argdés 
arguphos 
arguros 
-de 
démo 
déro 
didimoiun 
duo 

é 

édran 
égoge 
eimi 
eledsomai 
élpos 


4.9 
3.111, 3.3 
5.25 


3.13 


3.13 
5.315 
3.16 
3.16 
V.app 
3.42 
3.13 
11.34 
3.3 
3.43(c) 
3.44 
5.1 
3.13 


3.13 
3.41 
3.111, 3.15 


IV.47 

3.123, 5.25 
5.622 

3.2 

1.12 

1.12, 3.2, V.10 
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épephnon 
eruthrés 
éste 
-(e)ton 
gunai 
guné 

hé 

hédus 
heis 

hén 
hikano 
hiknéomai 
hippets 
hippos 

ho 
hd(s)tis 
hottos 
huids 
huids 
hustros 


kalamos 
khairo 
kheire 
khthon- 
kléos 
klépto 
knodon 
kranion 
kdon 
lathano 
lathe 
leugaléos 
leukés 
leusso 
limné 
l6phos 
lugrés 
mé 
métére 
méno 
mukon 
néstis 
nean 
nésomai 


4.72 

3.2, 3.3 
V.app 
4.24 

5.9 

5.9 

3.123, 6.0 
5.5 

3.111 

3.3 


5.52 
3.112, 5.25, 
3.43(f) 
3.112 

4.431 

5.7 

3.3 

3.111 
3.111, 3.3, 4.431 
3.2 

3.2, 3.43(c) 
3.123 

IV.69 

Ιν.69 

3.112 

3.111 

11.15 

3.111, 3.3 
3.41 

3.112 

3.121 

5.7 

3.3 

3.16 

3.2 

4.331 

Ιν.31 


é6mos 
-oi(i)n 
oikénde 
épa 
ορόβ8 
ésse 

pas 
pékhus 
phlégo 
ploos 
poiéo 
skia 
skidnémi 
stereds 
-(s)th[wJe 
strabon 
strabés 
téi 

tés — 
tetagon 
thér 
thugatrés 
t6 
Tdkharoi 
tomos 
ZOO 


Italic 


3.123 
6.65 
V.app 
3.34(e) 
3.42 
3.113 
3.123 
3.13 
4.31 
3.113 
3.113, 3.17, 3.3 
1.34 
3.116, 11.14, 1.35 
3.44 
IV.24 
5.1 

5.1 

6.66 
6.66 
4.72 
4.432 
5.8 

6.0, VI.7 
1.1 
4.331 
3.2, 3.3 


(Latin unless otherwise designated) 


arére 
acus 
animus 
axamenta 
bélua 
béstia 
canere 
cantare 
cato 
catus 
cédere 
consternare 
cudere 
cuius 
currus 
dicere 


3.13 
5.622 
V.10 
3.2 
V.29 
V.29 
IV.9 
IV.9 
5.1 
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dicare 
dixerat 
ducere 
6ducare 
erat 
fulgor 
humerus 
matreis (Oscan) 
nare 
novare 
pascere 
pater 
patrem 
pés 
portare 
sacer 
sédimus 
silva 
somnus 
sternere 
truncus 
vénit 
ventus 
versus 


Indo-Iranian 


Index Verborum 


4.32, 4.332 
IV.60 

3.41, 4.332 
4.332 
IV.60 

4.31 

3.123 

5.8 

3.123, 4.5 


3.0, 3.114 
4.73 

3.3, 1.19 
3.3 

4.332 
3.17 
IV.64 
3.121, 3.3 
3.43(f) 


(Sanskrit unless otherwise designated) 


arya- 
a$ya (Prakrit) 
aduhat 
aduhran 
agan 
ajijanat 
ama- 
amu- 
anasrava- 
aprakgam 
asthiran 
asva 
asve 
avici- 
babhasti 
duhe 
duhre 
dunoti 


1.8 

5.23 

4.22 

4.22 

3.111, 4.74 
4.72 

6.17 

6.17 

2.1 


5.9 

2.1, I1.39 
IV.37 
4.22 

4.22 

3.41 
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dvita- 3.111 ello (Spanish) 5.02 

-dhvai IV.24 barjr (Armenian) 5.5 

-dhvam IV.24 bria (Thracian) 3.121, 3.2 

-ete 4.24 6c (Old Irish) 3.18 

gama- IV.8 gjak (Albanian) 3.42 

jambha- 3.3 gjalpé (Albanian) 3.19 

kakga- 3.113 hije (Albanian) 11.34 

klamyati 3.2 tlenaid (Old Irish) 3.112 

ksam- 3.3 zé6 (Albanian) 3.18 

ma HS 

meha- 3.44 Other Non-Indo-European 

mrsyate 3.3 Yiieh-chih (Chinese) 1.1, 1.10 

murdhan- 3.2 hgar (Tibetan) 1.9 

muSsti- (Avestan) V.27 “*knydys (Uighur) 1.1 

musti- V.27 N’krydys (Uighur) 1.1 

-na- 4.34 Twyry (Uighur) 1.1 

-no- 4.34 

nu 3.3 Proto-Tocharian 

papraccha 4.641 (references to Proto-Tocharian are 

paprau 4.21 given only when their reflexes in A or B 

plava- 3.3 are not discussed) 

psati IV.37 klans- 1.27 

purna- 3.2 knask- 111.27 

purva- 3.2 moko 3.16 

sa 6.0 pacer 3.14 

sadat 4.73 pake 3.14 

sarpis- 3.19 pask- 3.14 

sas 6.0 panw- 1.16 

siman- 3.121, 3.2, 3.3 

snati 4.5 Proto-Indo-European 

tad 6.0 ad V.49 

Tokharikah 1.1 ag- 3.114, 3.42 

Tukhara 1.1 age(te) 4.23 

tuvam 6.12 aksti- 3.111, 5.51 

udara- 3.43(f) akuseA- 3.2 

vata- 3.121 al(y)o- 6.5 

vasati 3.3 anEmos 3.2 

visa- 3.111 asotor 3.13 

vrddha- 3.43(f)s -Ae IV.11 

vy astha 4.22 AeleA- 4.332 

yava- 2.1 AenEeA- 4.332 

zbatar (Avestan) 4.332 Akowsye/o- 11.29 
Akuse/o- 11.29 

Other Indo-European Auksén 5.03 

at-bath (Old Irish) 4.642 bhaghus 3.13 
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bhaghwo- 
bhagos 
bhelg- 
bher- 
bhere/o- 
bhiweA- 
bhiEdho-s 
bhratér 
bhruHono 
(d)akru- 


déku 
dem- 
der- 
dewk- 
deyke/o- 
dikeA- 
doru 
duk- 
dwey- 
dwito- 
dwow 
dwoy 
dwoyonyo- 
(-)dOo 
-dha 
dheghw- 
dhghom- 
dhidhE- 
dhom- 
dhu(H)eA- 
dhubro- 
dhubros 
dhugho 
dhughro 
dhugAtér 


dhugAtros 
dhuHeA- 
dhuHse/o- 
dhwéslu- 
dhwéstia- 
dhworo- 
dhEse/o- 


5.7 

3.14 

4.31 

3.41, 5.624 
4.41 

4.332 

3.2 

3.41, 1.7 
3.2 

3.114, 3.122, 3.2, 
5.23, 5.311, 5.52, 
V.28 

5.52 

3.44 

3.44 

1.16 

4.32 

4.32 

V.28 

3.41 

3.43(a) 

3.111 

3.123, 5.7 
3.43(a) 

3.18 

4.23, 4.9 
IV.24 

3.42e, II1.39 
3.3, 3.45 
4.32 

IV.58 

4.332 

3.112 

3.41 

4.22, 4.42 
4.22 

3.112, 3.115, 
3.13, 3.2, 3.45 


3.115, 3.2, IV.34 
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-2. A- 

égw- 
eg(h)(om) 
ekwos 


(E)es(te) 
ey- 

eyeA- 
-eye/o- 
eymi 

-e E- 
eEtmon 
-e/oto 
Eedwon 
EesAor 
Egs- 
Elewdh- 
Eludh- 
Eludhet 
Eludhsto- 
Eludhwos- 
ErowdheE- 
ErudhriA- 
Erudhro- 


génu 
gnEske/o- 
gombhos 
gonwoy 
gyuHeA- 
-g(hje 
gheser- 
ghesere 
ghesor- 
ghew- 
gGhuHeA- 
gGhwérwo 
ghwonos 
ghorye/o- 
gWem-t 
gWeme/o- 
gWena/-eA 


gWenam/-eAm 
gWeOwe/o- 
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Ιν.4 
3.13 

6.11 

3.111, 3.18, 3.42, 
5.21 

4.23, IV.5 
3.111 

4.332 

IV.6, IV.10 
4.211, 4.31 
Ιν.4 

5.03 

4.24 

5.03 

5.22 

3.2 

3.2, 3.41 
4.213 

3.44, 1ν.29 
3.43(ἢ 
5.621 

Ιν.4 

3.2 

3.112, 3.2, 3.2, 
3.3 

5.03 

3.2, ΠΠ.27 
3.3, 3.43(0) 
3.3, 3.42 
4.32 

6.14 

5.61 

5.7 

v.31 

3.42 

4.332 

3.3, 4.432 
3.18, 3.42 
4.431 
3.111, 4.74 
IV.8 

3.2, 3.3, 3.44, 
5.23 

3.123 

3.3 
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g¥mnAske/o- 


g¥mom 
g’mome 
g’mont 
gWotyon 
gWow- 
gWows 
gWow-wrsen- 
g’yeOwe/o- 
gWAto- 

-iEe- 

inomes (ey-) 
keAwd- 
kI(E)ye/o- 
kimHse/o- 
kokso- 
konHd- 
krsru- 
krupyo- 
krupyos 
krusten- 
krAsniyom 
k(u)won 
klAm- 
kléwse/o- 
kléwse 

klep- 


klepye/o- 
klewmon 
klewmont 
klewos 


klimen- 
kmtom 
kusH- 
kwesH- 
-kWa 
-kWam 
-kWe 
kWeturto- 
kWetwores 
-kWim 
-kWis 


3.112, 3.115, 3.2, 
4.342 

4.75 

4.75 

4.75 

3.42 

56 

3.42 

3.18, 111.10 

3.2 

4.642 

3.2 

3.17 

3.41 

3.2, 4.431 

3.2, 11.27 

3.113 

3.2 

3.112 

3.19 

3.2 

111.10 

3.2, 3.43(c), 6.17 
3.123 

3.112 

4.41 

4.23, 4.9 

3.111, 3.3, 3.41, 
3.44 

4.431 

3.123, 5.625 
3.16 

3.111, 3.19, 3.3, 
3.42, 3.44 

3.111 

3.112, 3.41, 5.22 
3.42 

3.42 

VL3 

VL3 

6.14 

3.112 

3.3 

VL3 

VL3 
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kWis 

kWoyos 
kYrineA- 
k“YriAeA- 
kWu- 

l6wk- 

leghs 
lemb(h)iEen- 
lewke/o- 
lewkos 
leyHeA-/liHeA- 
limn 
Ingh“tyo- 
lobhos 
logho- 

loksi- 

losiwo- 
luglo- 

lukeA- 
lukse/o- 
luktyos 

me 

m(e)me 
-m/we 

mé 
ménén/meEnén 


medhu 
mems- 
-ment-/mont- 
mers- 
-mesi 
meyghyo- 
mnske/o- 
molwye/o- 
mozgo- 
mukon 
mustiH 
mustim 
mrghuTen- 
n- 
ngnotyo- 
nkwos 
nsme 
nsmo- 


6.2 
6.2 

3.111 

3.2 

6.2 

IV.58 

5.61 

3.43(b) 

4.1, 4.5 

3.111 

4.332 

3.111, 3.3 

3.42 

3.41 

3.3 

3.111, 3.113, 5.51 
3.111, 3.3 
3.112 

4.32 

4.1, 4.5 

3.15 

6.11 

6.13 

6.11 

3.121 

3.121, 3.34(e), 
3.44, 1.4 
3.17, 3.3, 3.41 
3.3, 111.25, 6.17 
5.62, 5.625 
3.3 

3.111 

3.44 

3.3 

4.431 

3.113, 3.3, 3.42 
3.16 


6.17 
3.3, 3.43(c) 


-nAske/o- 
‘ndo ’sto 
-neA- 
nes- 
-new- 
newm 
newos 
nEdstwye/o- 
noke 

nos 

noH 

-noH 
-(n)tor 
-(n)tri 


-0 
om(e)so- 
oktow 


okw- 
okWi 
okWs 
-oH 
oldiEen- 


onom 
-onto 
oresA 


oros 
orsno- 
του 
oyso- 
-oysu(n) 
-oyto 
-oytor 
-oytoy 
p(e)yeA- 
p(e)Awor 
paske/o- 
pant(s) 
pe- 


4.342 
4.24 

4.34, 4.342 
v.31 

4.34 

3.3 

3.111, 3.3, 3.44 
3.2 

4.642 

6.11, 6.16 

6.11, 6.16 
3.123 

3.113, IV.25 
Ιν.25 

3.3 

4.432, IV.47 
3.3, 1.4, V.3, 
V.18, 5.25 

4.22 

3.123, 3.18, V.40 
3.123, 3.13, 3.41, 
5.7 

3.42, V.30 

3.44 

3.113 

3.123 

3.13, 3.43(a), 
Π|.12 

6.17 

4.24 

3.115, 3.2, Ill.28, 
5.311, 5.62 
11.28, 5.311 
11.28 

1.2 

3.17 

6.65 

4.24 

4.24 

4.24 

4.332 

5.22 

3.123 

3.123, V.35 
3.45 
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pé- 
pertus 
peAske/o- 
peAwr 

pi- 

plew- 
plewd- 
plowos 
plud- 
plEnowent- 
po- 

pode 
podwent- 
poti- 
potim 
potis 
potyam 
poAimén 
préwse/o- 
prék- 
prok- 
prOwo- 
pusiya 
puAor 
pAnwé-t 
pAtér 


rgmon 
rgWont- 
rse/o- 
το 
s(w)eks 
s-sketo 
s-sko 
s-skonto 
sa 
sakro- 
se 

-se 
-se/o- 


selpos 
selwo- 
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4.23 

5.03 

3.123, 3.14 
3.3 

3.45 

Ιν.4 

Ιν.4 

3.113, 3.3, 3.41 
IV.4 

3.2 

4.23 

3.43(a), 5.7 
3.43(a) 

3.113 

V.15, V.27 
3.44 

V.15 

5.03 

4.41 

4.641 

4.641 

3.2 

3.13 

3.3, 5.22 
3.121 

3.0, 3.115, 3.13, 
3.14, 3.2, 3.3, 
3.41, 3.44, 5.03, 
5.4 

3.19 

3.113 

3.113 

4.22 

3.44 

Ιν.23 

Ιν.23 

4.22, IV.26 
6.0, 6.61 

3.0, 3.114 
6.11, 6.67 
6.14 

4.4, 4.41, 4.5, 
IV.6, IV.44, IV.48 
3.19, 3.44 
3.3, 11.19 
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sem(s) 3.111, 3.44, 5.33 

simn/siHmn 3.121, 3.2, 3.3 

-ske/o- 4.4, 4.41, 4.5, 
IV.6, IV.44, IV.49 

-ské(t) 3.121 

(s)kedneA- 3.116, 1.14, HI.35 

skiHeA- 11.34 

(s)kodH- Π.35 

(s)kolmo- 3.13 

skuyon- 11.34 

(s)kWoyo- 3.113, 3.17, 3.3 

-skyo- 5.25 

sm 3.3 

smerwos 3.3 

smey- 3.43(c) 

(s)na-/(s)neA- 3.123 

snudske/o- 3.43(c), 3.43(d) 

so 5.33, 6.0, 6.61 

so + nu 6.63 

so +u 3.113 

sokWos 3.42 

solmo- 3.13 

solumo- 3.13 

som(h)o- 5.33 

som(H)am/som(H)eAm 3.123, 3.13 

(s)pAnw- 3.3, 111.16 

(s)pondiHon- 3.3 

ster- 3.44 

-stesi IV.12 

stewdnon 3.16, 3.43(a) 

stAo 4.22 

stAor IV.26 

stAro 4.22 

su(H)- 5.52 

suyows 5.8 

suyus 3.13, 5.52 

suAenti IV.39 

sweAti IV.39 

swadros/sweAdros 3.3, 3.43(a), 4.331 

-swent- 3.3 

swepnos 3.19, 3.3 

swesor 3.3 

swidye/o- 3.43(a) 

syét 4.9 
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-Syo- 


ta 

ta(n)s 
tam 

tas 

-tAe 

te 
tekpon 
tekont 
teng- 
terk- 
teso 
teso + u 
t(e)we 
tIneA- 
tinAo 
-tinAo 
tlAeA- 
tod 
toisom 
tolkoy 
tom 
-tom + u 
tons 
tork- 

toy 

trk- 
trkont 
tritos 
troyes 
tuH(om) 
-t(w)yo- 
-tyo- 
udero- 
udStero- 
udstryo- 
ukWson 
-usa-/-ueA- 
usme 
usmo- 
usye/o- 
-usya-/usyeA- 
wak-/weAk- 
we + tu 


3.3, 5.25, V.18, 


3.114 

6.11, 6.12 
5.03 

3.42 

3.42 

4.74 

6.61 

6.66, V.46 
11.30, 6.12 
3.112, 4.74 
4.9 

4.23 

3.2 
3.34(e), 6.0, 6.61 


3.3 
3.2, 6.11, 6.12 
v3 

5.25 

3.43(f) 

3.43(f) 

3.112 

3.123, 3.13 
V.32 

6.17 

3.43(c) 

4.431 

V.32 

4.74 

3.121 


wében- 
wénto-/weEnto- 
webh- 
weghno- 
-went- 
wesiEen- 
wey 
wey(om) 
weys 
wey(s/om) 
weydmén 
weykos 
wi- 

-wi 


wikmti 
wide- 
wiso- 
wlantm 
wlants 
wleAntm 
wleAntos 
welAntyeA 
wokWeske/o- 
wokWs 
wokWsket 
wos 
-wO-S 
wostu 
wostuA 
woH 
wrdhSto- 
wrtSto- 
wriE(e)n- 
yékMr 
-y(e)E- 
-ye/o- 


yes- 

yuH 
yuH(om) 
yuH(s/om) 
yuHs 
(z)gWes- 
(z)gWose/o- 


3.41 

3.121, 3.3, 3.44 
3.3 

3.44 

5.62, 5.622 


6.11 

3.43(a) 

3.111, 3.15 

3.45 

1.2, 3.123, ΠΠ|.11, 
Ιν.11 

3.3,5.7 

4.74 


3.34(6), 3.42 
4.24 

6.11, 6.16 
3.123 

5.52 

3.2 

6.11, 6.16 
3.43(f) 
3.430) 
3.121, 3.2, 5.315 
5.03 

49 

4.4, 4.43, 4.432, 
Ιν.4 

3.3 

6.16 

6.11 

6.11 

6.16 

4.332 

4.41 


(z)gWs- 
(z)gWseA- 


Tocharian A 
-a 

ak- 

aknats 
akntsune 
akr- 

akrunt 


aks- 
alak 
ancam 
arsi 
astaryam 
astarye 
as- 
aSant 
-am 
antsam 
-ac 

ak 


-am 
a(n)- 
anasrap 
ar- 
aram 
aras 
arkant- 
-(a/a)g 
asam 
asi 
asatar 
Avis 

Ca- 
cacal 
ce- 
ces- 
ckacar 


crankas 
cu 
ekar 
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3.42 
4.332 


V.app, V.49 
3.114, 3.42 
3.123, 3.18 

3.18 

V.28 

3.114, 3.122, 3.2, 
3.2, 5.52 

3.2, 1.29 

6.5 


V.app 

3.113, 3.42, 5.7, 
V.30 

V.app 

3.113 

2.1 

4.5 

111.28 

3.113 

3.113 

V.app 

3.44, 5.7 
5.23 

3.13 

"1.39 

6.62 

4.73 

6.62 

6.62 

3.112, 3.115, 
3.13, 3.2, 3.45 
4.641 

Π|.30 

3.18 
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emtsamar 
emtsmar 
-e(fc) 


-i(fic) 
-is 
kakmu 
kats 
kal- 
kalk- 
kalkac 
kalp- 
kaly- 
kalyme 
kam- 
kant 


kantant(u) 
kants- 
kantu 
karpi 
kars- 
kartkal 
kas- 
katko 
katna- 
kakal 
kalkas 
kam 
kam 
kanwe 
kanwem 
kary- 
kayurs 
ken- 
klawis 
klis- 
klisna- 
klosa4m 
kloSnis 
klyom 
klyomim 


3.18 

3.18 

"1.41, 3.18 
V.45 

3.123, 3.18 
4.332 

3.2 

1.41, 3.18 
3.18, V.45 

3.18 

3.42 

4.63, 4.72 

4.74 

3.18 

4.74 

3.2, 4.431 
5.315 

IV.8, 1V.19 
3.112, 3.41, 3.42, 
5.22 

5.22 

3.2, 11.27 

3.18, 5.1, 5.314 
3.19, 3.2 

4.72, 4.74 

3.45 

3.42, 4.332, IV.37 
5.623 

3.116 

4.72 

3.18 

3.3, 3.43(b) 
3.18, 3.42 

3.3, 3.42 

5.7 

4.43, 4.431, 4.5 
3.18, ΠΠ|.10 

4.41 

3.18 

3.2 

IV.47 

5.7 

5.8 

3.123, 5.32, 5.625 
5.625 
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klyos- 
klyu 


knas 

ko 
kolam 
kom 

kot- 
kotnas 
krafic 
kraficam 
krancas 
krant 
krant- 
ksa- 

ku 

ku- 
kulmants 
kum- 
kumnas- 
kumnas 
kursar 
kursarwa 
kurtsru 
kuryar 
kus 

lant 

lant- 
lants 
lantsa 
lantsam 
lantsan 
lantse 
la(n)t- 
lac 

lak- 
laka- 


lake 
lalankuntim 
lant- 

lantu 

lap 

lik- 

luk- 


4.41, 4.42 
3.111, 3.19, 3.3, 
3.42, 3.44 
3.45 

3.18, 3.42 
3.13 

5.313 

3.18, 3.41 
3.18 

V.23 

V.23 

V.23 

V.23 

V.35 

4.332, IV.37 
3.123, 5.313 
3.42 

3.112 

3.2 

3.112, 4.342 
3.115 
3.112, 5.52 
5.52 

5.52 

3.18 

6.2 

3.123, 5.8 
1.37 

3.44 

1.37 

5.23 

3.18, 5.23 
5.8 

3.15, IV.19 
3.44, IV.19, IV.29 
3.15, 4.73 
4.32, 4.332, 4.62, 
IV.40 

3.3 

5.7 

V.34 

5.621 

3.41 

IV.33 

3.15, 4.5, IV.40 


lut- 
lyak 


lyak 
lyam 
lymem 
lyoka(n) 
lyokas 
lyokat 
lyuk- 
lyut- 

-m 


-mas 
ma 
macar 

~ macri 
mars- 
mask- 
mattak 
maku 
malyw- 
man 
masak 
mokats 
mrac 
mras 
-m 

-na- 


nani 
-nas- 
nasi 
natak 
-nas- 
nas 
natsw- 
naka(n)t 


3.15, 3.2, 3.41 
3.15, 3.16, 4.1, 
4.73 

5.61 

3.111, 3.3 
3.43(b) 

4.642 

IV.58 

IV.58 

3.15 

3.15 


3.3, 3.43(c), 6.1, 


6.17 
3.111 
3.121 
3.123, ΠΠ|.7 


3.121, 3.44 
3.113, 3.3, 3.42 
3.16, 3.18 
3.2, II1.39 
1.39 

6.17 

4.342, IV.42, 
IV.47 

6.14 

4.342 

1.12 

1.12 

4.342 

6.0, 6.1, 6.14 
3.2 

4.642 

IV.31 

6.2 

5.8 

IV.16 

3.3 

6.13 

3.18 
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-(n)tar 
fu ‘new’ 
fu ‘nine’ 
nuk 

nu 

okat 


olar 

olyi 

onk 
onkalman 
onkalam 
onkalme 
opassi 
opsaly 
or 
orkam 
orpank 
pacar 


pacri 
papeku 
pas- 
palk- 
palt 
pan 
panw- 
par- 
park- 
parkar 
parwat 
pasmac 
passam 
pacri 
pakat 
pani 
parnontsam 
pats 

pe 

pem 
pik- 
plac 
pont- 
poke 
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3.111, 3.3, 3.44 
3.3 

V1.3, 6.0, 6.14 
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3.18 

V.28 

3.19 

3.18 

3.115, 3.13, 3.2, 
3.3, 3.41, 3.44, 
5.4 

VA 

V.34 

3.123 

4.3, 4.31 

3.2 

3.17 

3.3 

3.41, 4.41 
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5.5 

3.2 

4.76 

4.76 

3.18 
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3.3 
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3.123, V.35 
3.123, 3.13 
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pokem IV.32 spaltak 3.45 
por 3.3 su- IV.39 
poram 5.311 sumane Ιν.39 
posi 3.13 -ssu 5.622 
potatar 4.42 swa- IV.39 
potatar 4.42 swar 3.3, 3.43(a) 
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